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Preface. 


At last year's August conference, a speaker spoke in passing about the way 
theological doctrinal battles should be conducted. First of all, he reminded us that it 
is not the old man in the theologian, but the child of God in him who should lead the 
battle against false doctrine. Then he emphasized in particular - for the closer 
characterization of the manner of the new man - that like the theological work in 
general, the work of struggle in particular is to be done "with noble calmness," "in 
inner nobility," "in holy peace of mind. The former is to be agreed with without fail; 
the latter requires some comment. 

Surely only the new man, the child of God in the theologian, is to fight the 
doctrinal battles. H capé ovy agedi ovdé", Joh. 6, 63. As the 
If meat is of no use at all, it is certainly not suitable for theological battles. Those who 
are factually in the right should always remember this and let themselves be 
reminded of it. They need this reminder. As certain as it is that they still have the 
flesh about them, it is also certain that it still wants to assert itself in them. But it is 
necessary to hold down the flesh wherever it wants to interfere. This is God's will 
toward them, and it is required in the interest of the cause. Not actually they 
themselves, but the Holy Spirit is to fight in them and through them. 

What then is carnal warfare? It has many forms. Let us refer here only to the 
one and the other. If a man is factually in the right, but fights for the right cause out 
of arrogance, for instance, in order to show his real or supposed superiority; if in the 
fight he is not concerned both with the truth and with showing off his swordsmanship 
and theological training, then he fights carnally. And with this manner he harms both 
himself and 
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of the thing. He harms himself, because in this way he burdens himself with sin 
before God. If pride is an abomination in the sight of God, pride is especially 
abominable in those whose office it is to reveal his - God's - glory. And if anywhere, 
it is in the conduct of theological doctrinal battles to despair of one's own art and 
strength, and to ask and implore what is right from Him who is the thing. What Luther 
says of learning and teaching the Scriptures in general applies here: "Summa, let 
us seek honor and be haughty where we may. In this book God's is glory alone, and 
is called, Deus superbis resistit, humilibus autem dat gratiam. Cui est gloria in secula 


seculorum. Amen. ') By a haughty way of fighting 

But this is also detrimental to the cause, because it brings the good cause into 
discredit with the inexperienced. It is only too easy to infer the cause itself from the 
one who defends it. As a rule, only the experienced children of God, well grounded 
in the truth, will be able to distinguish between person and cause. - Further, if 
personal hatred is the motive of one who fights against false doctrine, so that he 
does not fight in the adversary both the enemy of divine truth and his own personal 
enemy, and if in this spirit he also resorts to personal slander of the adversary, then 
in the fight against false doctrine he walks not according to the spirit, but according 
to the flesh. Of course, not only the false doctrines, but under certain circumstances 
also the persons of the false teachers are to be fought most decisively, but the 
persons not for their own sake, but for the sake of the false doctrine which they 
spread. If one fights against a person without connection to the matter at hand, that 
is, out of personal motives, the impression is created - to the great detriment of the 
matter at hand - as if it were a matter of private feuds. - Further, if anyone in a 
theological struggle is guilty of untruthfulness, e.g., by misrepresenting his 
opponent's position or refusing to admit errors committed by himself, he is fighting 
carnally in this respect, and the Church certainly has no advantage from it. The 
cause of truth is never served by untruthfulness. 

The first thing that was said was that the right way of fighting was a personal 
way of fighting. From the very beginning, the right way of fighting has been 
denounced as a personal, carnal way of fighting. Christ himself was accused of the 
carnal way of fighting. We read Luc. 11:45: "Then answered one of the scribes, and 
said unto him, Master, with these words thou also revileest us." It has always been 
one of the weapons of the false teachers to reproach the right teachers of the flesh. 


1) Erl. Ed. 63, 406. 


Preface. 3 


of a false way of fighting. Thus, especially in our day, all firm adherence to the truth 
revealed in Scripture is called arrogance, or even imaginary infallibility. That the Holy 
Scriptures clearly reveal all the articles of Christian doctrine, and that one has the 
truth if he holds to the word of Scripture in simple faith, this has been almost 
universally lost in our day, in the midst of the Protestant Church. The theology of our 
time has in many cases degenerated into a list of mere doctrines. It is not 
accustomed to refer to "it is written" and to reject everything that is not written. When, 
therefore, any one in our day appears with the confession that he is sure that he has 
divine truth in all doctrinal articles, because he follows the clear Scriptures in 
everything, and that he rejects all contrary doctrines as heresies, he is almost stared 
at as an abnormal phenomenon. Such an appearance is attributed to arrogance and 
carnal self-assertion. It is only too certain that the holy apostles, with their insistence 
on the exclusive validity of revealed doctrine and their unconditional rejection of all 
false teaching, would be accused in our time of arrogance and carnal arrogance. In 
our time, in the midst of Christendom, the consciousness has almost universally been 
lost that the Church has the task of confessing all the truth entrusted to her in 
Scripture. It is now mostly a matter of negotiation how much of God's Word one can 
omit and still maintain outward Christian decency. When, therefore, from this side an 
accusation of arrogance and bossiness is made against those who are averse to all 
indifferentism and unionism, there is certainly every reason to examine the 
accusation carefully for its truth. - Personal hatred, too, has been constantly 
reproached against the right teachers, when they have turned their polemics also 
against the persons of the false teachers. But not all punishment of persons is 
personal disparagement. Otherwise, this accusation would be leveled against the 
holy apostles and Christ Himself. The latter are always punishing the persons of false 
teachers, and giving the false teachers the names that characterize them, "false 
prophets," "seducers," "wolves," etc. Those who thus, for example, call the pope the 
antichrist, the man of sin, the arch hypocrite, etc., do not denigrate the pope, but give 
him the right names that are proper to him. When we call all those who touch the 
infallible authority of Scripture destroyers of the Church, we do not thereby express 
a personal vituperation, but characterize this kind of false teachers according to their 
real doings. When the orthodox teachers of all times call the synergists enemies of 
grace and also apply this name to the individual persons, this is again by no means 
a disparagement of the persons of the opponents, but their right name given in 
Scripture itself. 
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one has every reason to take a closer look at the matter when the false teachers 
complain that their point of view is misrepresented. Thus the pope maintains to this 
day that it is quite a misrepresentation of the matter to say of him that he supplants 
Christ and Christ's word; on the contrary, through him Christ speaks and reigns in 
the church. So also the modern deniers of inspiration are always complaining that 
their position is not rightly understood. They do not fight against inspiration itself, but 
only against certain dogmatic formulas into which the doctrine of inspiration has 
been forced. Nor did they, with their denial of the infallibility of the "external letter of 
Scripture," destroy the foundation of the faith of Christians, as was asserted by their 
opponents, but only placed it more deeply and firmly in the human heart, inasmuch 
as, according to their "reconstructed" doctrine of inspiration, it did not depend both 
on the external letter of Scripture and on the inward experience of faith. - The 
Synergists, too, when accused of impairing the grace of God, have continually 
complained of misrepresentation of their doctrine. But their complaint is unavenged. 
So long as they make assertions such as these, that conversion and blessedness 
rest in the last analysis on man's "self-decision" or "good conduct," that conversion 
and blessedness depend not on God's grace alone, but in some respects also on 
man's good conduct, that it is explained from the different conduct of men why some 
are converted and blessed before others; so long as they raise objections against 
sola gratia such as these: If conversion and blessedness depended solely on God's 
grace, then all men would be converted and blessed: so long is the name "enemies 
of grace" an adequate appellation for them, and he who so calls them is by all means 
abiding in the truth. 

So the right teachers must not allow themselves to be upset by the fact that 
they are accused by the indifferentists and especially by the false teachers of the 
carnal way of fighting. But let them always see that this accusation can only be 
brought against them unjustly, and in the end, by the grace of God, watch carefully 
over their flesh. For this, we repeat, is true: it is not the old man of the theologian, 
but the child of God in him, who is to fight the theological doctrinal battles. That it is 
not according to human judgment, but only according to God's Word, that a child of 
God should fight against false doctrine, has already been repeatedly touched upon 
in the foregoing. We will, however, say a few words about the question of whether 
"noble calm" is an appropriate characteristic of the spiritual way of fighting. 

If we look to Christ our model, the Scriptures tell us of Christ's polemical words, 


which, salva reverentia, are said to be in "noble 
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Rest" could be called speech. Such is the speech that the Lord gave to the reproach 
of the Jews: "Do we not say that thou art a Samaritan and hast the devil? (Joh. 8, 
48.). To this outburst of Jewish hatred the Lord at first only replies, "| have no devil, 
but | honour my Father, and ye dishonour me" (v. 49). But besides this we find in 
Christ another way, a way in which zeal and wrath are manifested against those who 
resist the truth and deceive the poor people with false doctrine. So already in the 
context of the same discourse before and after. The Lord said to those who would 
not receive the word of the Son of God, and yet boasted that God was their Father: 
"Ye are of the father the devil, and after your father's pleasure will ye do. And 
afterwards, putting to shame the Jews' vain boast that they knew God, "(Ye) know 
him not; but | know him. And if | should say, | know him not, | should be a liar, as ye 
are" (v. 55.). Further, when the Jews were waiting to see if he would heal on the 
Sabbath, and so break the Sabbath, "he looked on them round about with wrath, and 
was grieved for their hardened hearts" (Marc. 3:5.). Finally, read the entire 23rd 
chapter of Matthew, where the Lord's final polemic against the scribes and Pharisees 
is brought before us, and keep in mind that the scribes and Pharisees were not only 
outwardly respectable and - in the modern sense - very religious people, who held 
fast to the "historically established", but also represented the class of scientifically 
educated theologians. The Lord repeats to them eight times the "Woe to you scribes 
and Pharisees," and adds one after another the reasons: "Ye hypocrites, which shut 
up the kingdom of heaven from men, ye that eat widows' houses, and turn aside long 
prayers, ye that compass land and water to make a fellow Jew, and if he be a 
murderer, ye make him a child of hell, more double than yourselves, ye that say: He 
that sweareth by the temple is nothing; But whosoever shall swear by the gold of the 
temple, he is guilty: ye that have pardoned mint, and spice, and caraway, and have 
left behind the most grievous things of the law: ye that keep the vessels and the vials 
clean within, But inwardly they are full of spoil and filth. You are like whitewashed 
tombs, which outwardly appear beautiful, but inwardly they are full of dead men's 
legs and all filthiness: If we had been in the days of our fathers, we would not have 
shared with them the blood of the prophets. ... Ye serpents and vipers, how shall ye 
escape the damnation of hell?" Thus we find in the Lord a twofold way of polemic: 
kind words and hard words; 
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Mildness and calmness as well as holy anger and fervent zeal, depending on the 
circumstances. 

We see the same double way in the apostles. The apostle reproaches the 
Galatian churches, who had let themselves be turned away from the pure gospel by 
the false teachers, for their wrongdoing in a very mild form: "You keep days and 
moons and feasts and seasons. | am afraid of you, lest perhaps | have labored with 
you in vain. Be ye like me, for | am like you. Dear brethren, | beseech you: ye have 
done me no harm. Have | therefore become your enemy, that | should reproach you 
with the truth?" (Gal. 4:10-12. 16.) But the same apostle, under other circumstances, 
and against other people, uses harsh and violent words. In the same epistle, already 
pointing to the false teachers, he says, complainingly, "Ye were running fine. Who 
stopped you from disobeying probity?" (v. 7.) Then he speaks more threateningly, 
"But he that maketh you to err shall bear his judgment, whosoever he will" (v. 10.). 
Then he breaks out into flaming zeal: "Would to God that they also were cut off which 
destroy you" (v. 12). Even at the beginning of the Epistle the manner of the polemic 
increases very rapidly. The apostle begins, "I marvel that ye are so soon turned away 
from him that called you into the grace of Christ unto another gospel, when there is 
none other, except there be some that confound you, and would pervert the gospel 
of Christ." Then anger and zeal seize his heart at the outrage of those who pervert 
the gospel of Christ. He needs words at which the Galatians’ hearts will have 
trembled in their bodies, words which do not betray both "genteel calm" and flaming 
zeal. He says: "But if we or an angel from heaven preach any other gospel to you 
than that which we have preached to you, let him be accursed. As we have now said, 
so say we again, that if any man preach any gospel unto you, other than that which 
we have preached unto you, let him be accursed" (Gal. 1:8, 9). And in the otherwise 
intimate epistle to the Philippians, in reference to the trafficers in the gospel of grace, 
who threatened to break up the apostolic churches, we even find the words, "Look 
on the dogs, look on the evil workers, look on the cutting asunder" (Phil. 3:2.). By 
using the latter term to characterize false doctrine, the apostle even uses irony in 
polemic. It is clear that the instruction to fight the false teachers in "gentle silence" 
does not cover the matter. 

And yet, in the expression "noble calm" lies a reminder of a necessary condition 
for every right polemic. He who wants to polemicize rightly must be divinely certain 
and completely powerful in the cause he espouses. Even the sharpest and most 
irrepressible opposition should not upset him. He should remain calm in 
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God and before God. He should have confidence in the power of the divine truth he 
testifies to. Let him keep in mind that the matter is not his, but that of him to whom 
everything has been put under his feet, and who has promised often enough and 
clearly enough that he will take care of the matter. Thoughts like these may come to 
those who have to fight against the enemies of truth who are so manifest: "O Lord, 
why sufferest thou this senseless and mad contradiction?" But here it must be 
remembered that what the Lord of the Church suffers, we also can and ought to 
suffer. We are commanded nothing more than to testify to the truth and to refute the 
error that is contrary to the truth. He, the Lord, will take care of everything else. With 
this in mind, polemics will also remain factual, even if they must be directed against 
persons. The polemicist will consider it his duty to be fortiter in re before all things. 
He will not spare himself the thorough factual exposition wherever it is still 
necessary. No amount of indignation can replace calm factual exposition. Yes, the 
former without the latter can only do harm. Polemics without a thorough, strong 
exposition of the matter give the impression, especially to the inexperienced, of 
scolding, quarreling, and logomachy. For the simple-minded Christian it may be 
enough to reject the false teacher who attacks his faith, of which he is divinely 
certain, with a few, even coarse words. But the public teachers of the church should 
be able and consider themselves obliged to clearly present the truth to the error in 
all its parts and to destroy the false position of the opponent in all its parts. And if 
they thus attack the persons in connection with the matter, it is not a personal 
polemic. The false doctrine does not float in the air but comes out of the mouth of 
the false teachers, which is why the apostle instructs to "shut them up" (Tit. 1, 10. 
11.). In this factual context it is also appropriate to put the whole manner of the 
adversary in form and content, e.g. the logic of the adversary, the spirit that actually 
drives him, etc., in the proper light. But everything must serve the cause, the 
testimony of truth and the refutation of error. 

Finally, it must also flow from the matter when the polemicist's "noble calm" 
leaves him and he speaks with Luther: "| am angry and also want to be angry." 
Whoever sees, for example, how the abomination of Pabstism spreads even in our 
time under the appearance of great sanctity and with the use of all the arts of 
seduction and dissimulation to the harm of millions of souls, how many so-called 
Protestants reduce the whole of Christianity to a moral doctrine or to the keeping of 
a few commandments of men, and thereby ridicule adherence to the old Gospel as 
a point of view that has been overcome; further, how the synergists pass off the 
denial of sola gratia for the Lutheran doctrine, and how the Lutheran doctrine of the 
"Holy Spirit" is not only a doctrine of the Holy Spirit, but also a doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit. 
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We say that whoever sees this and has a heart for the church, which lives from and 
through the pure gospel alone, is seized with anger against this deception of the 
devil, and cannot possibly make vain polite bows to those who have allowed 
themselves to become the devil's mouthpiece. As certain as it is that 
incomprehensible zeal and fanatical raging are certainly not the hallmarks of right 
Christian determination, it is also certain that "noble calm" in contrast to zeal must 
not be taken for the characteristic of Christian polemics. To whom it does not touch 
the heart that false doctrine is spreading in the church of God, and in whose heart 
there is no anger and zeal against false teachers, he may well examine himself 
whether he is not still in indifferentism. If under certain circumstances polemic lacks 
holy anger and zeal, great harm is done. The impression is created as if theology 
were only about more or less justified human opinions, but not about divine truth and 
soul and blessedness. Then comes to pass what the old saying says: Frigide et pigre 
confutare, quid est aliud, quam bis confirmare? coldly and lazily refute, what is that but 
twice confirm? Why is it that in our time in Germany unbelief and erroneous belief 
has poured out from the universities like a broad stream over the whole country? It 
is also because those theologians who still recognize the harm, for the most part 
lack all seriousness and zeal in polemics. If they once get up the courage to attack 
the unbelieving and irreligious professors, they soon lose their courage before the 
"representatives of science," and withdraw with a polite bow and an assurance of 
the greatest respect for the scientific personality. 

But the tone has become a different, finer one in our time! This is true in a 
certain sense, and one should take the circumstances of the time into account here. 
One seeks the mild rather than the strong expression. But make it as fine as you 
like, only express clearly and unmistakably that false doctrine is an abomination in 
the church, and that false teachers, as certain messengers of the devil, are not to 
be tolerated in the church. This is the right spiritual conduct against false teachers. 
This is what the salvation of souls requires. This requires the glory of God, for the 
Church is God's kingdom, in which He alone wants to have dominion through His 
Word. F. P. 
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The struggle for sola gratia. 


Under the heading: "A request to the gentlemen of St. Louis", and signed by 
F. A. Schmidt, there is an article in the 6th issue of the "Theologische Zeitblatter" 
published by the Ohio Synod. A. Schmidt, there is an article in the 6th issue of the 
12th volume of the "Theologische Zeitblatter" published by the Ohio Synod, which 
gives us cause for the following discussion. 

Our petitioner first writes, among other things, the following. 

"It is not possible for me to foresee, from reading the St. Louis articles, that the 
writers should not know that they grossly distort the opposing doctrine, when they 
speak over and over again as if Missouri might well teach beatification by grace 
alone, but Ohio denies that a sinner is blessed by grace alone, and rather teaches 
that blessedness must be earned by works or conduct. This, however, is a quite 
impertinent, unpardonable, nay, unworthy distortion of the point in dispute. In the 
whole doctrinal controversy, as far as | know, not a single line has been written on 
our part against the truth that man is saved by grace alone. There have been serious 
protests, who knows how many times, against this shameful distortion of our opinion 
and of the difference between us and Missouri; but it seems to be a matter of 
irrevocable resolution on the part of the St. Louisans, in spite of all protests, to give 
their opponents such a quite papist and heretical opinion. 

"The latest example of this ignoble, conscienceless activity is found in the 'Brief 
History of the Missouri Synod,' written by Prof. A. L. Grabner, and circulated in 
Chicago at the Missouri Convention. He says in it, p. 28, as follows: 

"In the years 1879 and '80 a fierce struggle arose over the truth that the sinner 
is saved by grace alone. Against this truth, as stated in the doctrinal proceedings of 
the Western District of the Missouri Synod of 1877 and '79, and in the miss. Journals 
in harmony with Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions, was first raised by Prof. 
F., amember of the Norweg. Synod, Prof. F. A. Schmidt, raised an objection. ... 

"If he had said that Prof. Schmidt had raised his objection to the Missourian 
declaration of the -alone by grace,’ this would probably still not be the full truth, but 
it would also not be such an undisguised, impudent lie, as it really is, when Prof. 
Grabner writes: 1. in the said Synodal Reports this point of doctrine is treated, that 
the sinner is saved by grace alone, and 2. against this truth Prof. Schmidt has raised 
an objection. 

"How will you, Prof. Grabner, answer for such a gross untruth before God? ... 
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"Or can you prove that Prof. Schmidt has ever written a single sentence against 
the doctrine that man becomes blessed by grace alone, and contradicted this dear 
truth? Well, then tell it openly, when and where Prof. Schmidt has denied or 
contradicted this truth, that the sinner becomes blessed by grace alone. Cursed be 
the mouth and the hand which contradicts and persists in such contradiction against 
this precious fundamental evangelical truth, that the sinner is saved by grace alone! 

"Perhaps you will say, Professor," - 

But let's not go into that. What we "might" say is none of Dr. Schmidt's or 
anyone else's business. What we have really said, and what Mr. vr. S. has to say 
against it, that he has presented to us in what has been communicated above. We 
have said about the doctrinal struggle that broke out in 1879 and '80, that Prof. F. A. 
Schmidt, who belongs to the Norwegian Synod, first raised an objection to the truth 
that the sinner is saved by grace alone, as presented in the doctrinal proceedings of 
the Western District of the Missouri Synod and in the Missouri periodicals in 
accordance with Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions. This Dr. S. calls an 
"undisguised, impudent lie," both that in the said Synodal Reports this point of 
doctrine was treated, that the sinner is saved by grace alone, and, secondly, that 
against this truth Prof. Schmidt had objected. Dr. Schmidt asserts, as far as he 
knows, that in the whole doctrinal controversy not a single line has been written 
against the truth that man is saved by grace alone, and asks us, if we can prove that 
he has ever written even a single sentence against this doctrine, to state openly 
when and where such a thing has happened. 

Although it is now very late in the day for such a request, and the proof which Dr. 
Schmidt demands has long since been amply supplied, we nevertheless believe, for 
reasons which may remain undiscussed here, that we are fulfilling a duty by dealing 
with the matter in question in the manner in which it is to be done here. 

That the doctrinal struggle which flared up in the American Lutheran Church 
in the years 1879 and '80 was in fact from the beginning about the doctrine that the 
sinner is saved by grace alone is a historical truth which cannot be disputed, still less 
declamated. Sola Gratia was from the beginning the thesis against which the 
antithesis rose and sought to assert itself. The Synod of the Western District 
advocated the doctrine that man is saved by grace alone in its doctrinal negotiations 
and in its Synodal Reports of 1877 and 1879. The fact that this doctrinal point was 
not mentioned in the aforementioned synodal reports is not a matter of doubt. 
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Dr. Schmidt calls it an "undisguised, impudent lie"; but this does not change the 
historical fact. The general subject treated at the synodical meetings of the Western 
District during the said years, as in the preceding years since 1873, was, "That by 
the doctrine of the Lutheran Church alone all glory is given to God, an irrefragable 
proof that the doctrine of the same is the only true one?" Thesis Ill. read: "That by 
the doctrine of the Lutheran Church alone is all glory given to God; this is evident, 
among other things, from its doctrine: 1. of the Word of God .... 12. of the election of 
grace." Thus the point of view was given, under which also the doctrine of election 
by grace, if it were to come to trial, was to be treated. When the doctrine of the 
election of grace was discussed during the doctrinal negotiations of 1873, it was in 
keeping with this that the Sola Gratia was emphasized, for example, with the following 
words: "We hold that there is no cause in man why he is saved, but that the cause 
alone is God's eternal mercy and Jesus Christ's own merit. ... Everything is ascribed 
to God's grace, God's mercy. And the man who is introduced into heaven must say: 
Dear God, it is you alone who brought me here, etc. . .. That men may be saved, of 
this alone is the cause of God's mercy." 1) And that, when the more detailed 
treatment of this doctrine was entered upon, this Scopus was not forgotten, but kept 
firmly in mind, is indicated in the minutes of 1877 by the words: "There are now three 
questions above all others which we must answer: .... 3) To what extent does this 
doctrine, as our church has drawn it from Scripture, give all glory to God alone?" 2) 
But how in the doctrine of the election of grace all glory is given to God alone, 
Scripture and Confession say, "By this doctrine and declaration of the eternal and 
saving election of the elect children of God, God's glory is wholly and completely 
given, that out of pure mercy in Christ, without any merit or good works on our part, 
he makes us blessed according to the purpose of his will, as it is written Eph. 1: 'He 
hath ordained us to filial adoption unto Himself through JESUS Christ, according to 
the good pleasure of His will, to the praise of His glory and grace, whereby He hath 
made us acceptable in the Beloved." Thus, passages such as Eph. 2:8, 9: "By grace 
ye have been saved," etc., were discussed at length in those doctrinal treatises.4) 
On p. 65 of the '77 Report, a lengthy section begins with the words, "It is strange 
that man should not know the 


1) Synodalber. W. Distr. p. 53 f. 
2) Report v. 1877, p. 24. 


3) Sol. Decl. xi, p. 723. 
4) Ber. W. D. 1877, P. 61. 


12The struggle for sola gratia. 


The doctrine that he alone shall be saved by grace." Finally, the whole discussion 
of doctrine contained in those reports closes with the sentence: "Then shall the sun 
of grace arise and shine upon us forever, that we may rejoice forever and sing 
hallelujah over the eternal grace of our God toward us lost sinners!" 1) From 
beginning to end, election is presented as an election of grace, purlautere 
Gnadenwahl, and likewise from beginning to end as a beatific election, salvifica 


praedestinatio. Whoever, with all this and in spite of it, declares the assertion that "in 
the said synodal reports this point of doctrine is treated, that the sinner is saved by 
grace alone," to be an "undisguised, impudent lie," we leave it to the 
understanding reader to complete the sentence. But we stand by it: "In 1879 and '80 
a fierce struggle arose over the truth that the sinner is saved by grace alone." 

In our "Brief History" we do not simply say: "Prof. Schmidt first objected to this 
truth"; rather, for the sake of historical accuracy, we have carefully written: 
"Professor F. A. Schmidt, who belonged to the Norwegian Synod, first objected to 
this truth as it was presented in the doctrinal negotiations of the Western District of 
the Missouri Synod in 1877 and '79 and in the Missouri Journals in accordance with 
Scripture and the Lutheran Confessions. This indicates at the same time the genesis 
of the controversy and the point of attack against which Prof. Schmidt took the 
offensive. 

For the Sola Gratia, the truth that God alone, and by grace alone, makes the 
sinner blessed, that man's blessedness depends solely on God and His grace in 
Christ, and in no way and in no sense on man, the said Synodal Reports had 
advocated with great emphasis. And it was precisely this position against which Prof. 
Schmidt came into opposition from the outset, when he opened the struggle against 
Missouri, by advocating on his part that very thing which is rejected by the Sola Gratia, 
and had been rejected in the Missourian writings, namely, that the blessedness of 
man, who becomes blessed, depends also on his conduct, that is, not on God alone, 
on God's grace in Christo. Three times, in the very first article of the first number of 
his scattered volume, "Old and New," he expressly advocates this "conduct" of men, 
and each time in deliberate opposition to Missouri, specifically the said synodal 
reports. He writes: "Without foreknowledge of any different conduct of men toward 
the calling grace, God is to 


1) Report W. D. v. J. 1879, p. 120. 
2) Highlighted by us. 
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To make one, as necessarily chosen to blessedness, vigorously blessed with a 
certain all-important grace .... ... "1) Further: "Such an unconditional classification of 
the few in every respect, in contrast to the many who are merely called, and without 
all foreseeing consideration of any conduct 2) toward the calling grace, is in truth an 
absolute and blind predestination." 3) And again, "An afflicted conscience, according 
to this doctrine, will not without reason have to say to itself: . . . but has not God, by 
an unconditional counsel, decreed and determined for the salvation of certain 
individual persons before others, which are to be these preferred persons, to whom 
alone Christ's merit is really and actually to be given? - who therefore alone are to 
come to faith in Christ? - Who, exclusively and without regard to any conduct on their 
part, 4) even if the 'most wanton reluctance’ were found in them, can be made 
partakers of Christ's merit for their final blessedness?" 5) We refrain here from 
repeating the distortions of the doctrine contained in these reports. We are now only 
interested in establishing the historical fact that Prof. Schmidt, in contrast to the 
Missourian doctrinal statements, in which the Sola Gratia was deliberately 
emphasized, right at the opening of the struggle, just as deliberately advocated the 
conduct on the part of man on which the eternal fate of those who become blessed 
is supposed to depend, a conduct whose assertion is precisely opposed to the thesis 
of blessedness by grace alone as an antithesis, just as Prof. Schmidt, for his part, 
right from the beginning, has also been advocating propositions which emphasize 
the Sola Gratia as an antithesis to the thesis of blessedness by grace alone. Schmidt, 


for his part, treated as antitheses sentences which exalted the Sola Gratia, and which 
he found in the contested reports; thus the sentence: "Faith, then, is not a condition 
under which the dear God would make us blessed. It is rather a requirement which 
the good Lord Himself wants to fulfill," which he cites from p. 84 of the W. D. report 
of 1877, 6) and the sentence taken from the same report, p. 51: "God foresaw 
nothing, nothing at all, in those whom He decided to make blessed, which would be 
worthy of blessedness, and even if He admitted that He foresaw something good in 
them, this could not determine Him to choose them for that reason; for everything 
good in man comes first from Him. 7) That these sentences were, according to their 
intention, a praise of the saving grace of God, is already evident from their contents, 
but is still more clearly shown by the connection from which they are taken. For 
immediately before the passage on p. 51 of the '77 Synodal Report it says: 


1) "Altes u. Neues" Vol. 1, p. 3. 2) Underlined by us. 
3) "A.u.N." Vol. 1, p. 5. 4) Underlined by us. 
5) "A. u. N." Vol. 1, p. 6. 6) "A. u. N." Vol. 1, p. 3. 

7) "A.u.N." Vol. 1, p. 4. 
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"Next, it is not considered that the bestowal of blessedness is as much a free act of 
God's love, 1) as creation and redemption are to blessedness." And the words taken 
from p. 84 of the same report are in the following connection: "Joh. Olearius writes: 
‘The doctrine of the Lutherans . . . ascribes everything to God, nothing to man." This 
is not opposed to ... 2. faith, for this is by no means our work, but God's gift, nor a 
condition to be fulfilled by us, but a requirement which is bestowed by God out of 
grace through the ordinary means of salvation/ (I. c. p. 1684.) Faith, then, is not a 
condition under which the good God would make us blessed. It is rather a 
requirement which the good Lord himself wants to make. He wants to make man 
blessed without condition; but he has made an order in which he wants to carry out 
this general will. He who will not submit to this order, but stubbornly resists it, is lost. 
But he who lets faith be generated in him does nothing himself; God does 
everything, and that makes him blessed." 

It remains, then, that the truth that man is saved by grace alone, as set forth 
in the Synodal Reports of 1877 and '79 and other Missourian writings, was what 


Prof. Schmidt opened his fight against; a synergistic interest, as opposed to sola 


gratia, was from the beginning the theological motive which drove him in this fight. 

That, by the way, already in 1879, before Prof. Schmidt publicly "rang the 
storm bell", 2) the discussion between him and the St. Louisers revolved around this 
point, was also testified to by Dr. S. himself with the words: "Since the colloquium in 
Columbus, O., in 1879, Dr. Walther has not thought he could give a more powerful 
proof than this, that his 'opponents' make the actual conversion and beatification 
dependent on a kind of 'behavior' on the part of men. And this has always remained 
the keynote of all Missourian expositions, that if any conduct on the part of man 
should condition the actual effect of grace, this would then be nothing else but 
annulling grace, robbing God of all glory, denying original sin, practicing rationalism, 
rejecting the Bible, and so on. In short, St. Louis always saw the basic soup of all 
heresies and all unbelief in the sentence that in the real conversion and beatification 
of a sinner, through the beatifying grace revealed to all men equally, it also 
depended on the conduct of man, or rather on the non-mutual resistance as a matter 
of man. With this, however, Missouri clearly betrays his genuinely Calvinistic 
standpoint." 3) 


1) Underlined by us. 2) "A. u. N." Vol. 1, p. 2. 
3) "AUN." Vol.5,p.241f. 
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And that Prof. Schmidt, with his advocacy of the "conduct of man" as a co- 
determining factor in the work of his beatification, consciously confronted the 
proposition advocated by Missouri that man's blessedness depends on God alone, 
is something he himself also marked in the sources of the history of this struggle. 
His words are: "Pay special attention to the fourth question: 'Does a man's 
conversion and blessedness (beatitude) 1) ‘depend on God alone?’ This question is 
the core question among all five, indeed in a sense the core question of the whole 
controversy. The Missourians, of course, want the question answered in the 
affirmative. Not only conversion (becoming converted), but also blessedness 
(perseverance in the faith) is said to "depend on God alone" in the sense that all and 
any consideration of man's own personal conduct in relation to (resistible!) grace is 
absolutely excluded. And this is to be true of 'a man' in general, that is, of all men 
without distinction. All men's conversion and blessedness are to depend 'on God 
alone,’ without any consideration of their own conduct, but in no sense or 
understanding on the called themselves. Indeed a most terrible doctrine!" 2) And 
further, "But the Scriptures clearly teach that the conversion and blessedness of 
those who are called do not 'depend on God alone’ in every respect or sense. Cf. 
Esa. 5, 4. Matt. 23, 37. Luk. 7, 30. 13, 23. 24. John 12, 35. 36. 1 Cor. 9, 24-27. Rom. 
11, 19-22. Gal. 6, 7. 8. Rev. 3, 5, 10, 11, 12. As clear as it is in Scripture that the 
saving grace of God, which has appeared to all men, is the only thing to which a poor 
lost sinner owes his conversion and salvation, so clear is it in Scripture that the actual 
conversion and salvation of a man does not depend in every respect on whether 
God has mercy on him and wants to have and make him blessed with all his heart. 
The sentence: In the mouth of the Missourians, 'a man's conversion and blessedness 
depend on God alone,’ is to exclude all consideration of man's 'conduct,' because 
man has in no respect (not even as ‘allowing himself to be converted,’ or not wilfully 
and maliciously resisting the Holy Spirit) anything to do with the actual occurrence of 
his conversion. Only 'on God,’ i. e. on God's gracious will and mercy, to the exclusion 
of all consideration of any different conduct in relation to the order of grace, shall the 
conversion and blessedness of a (i. e. any) man ‘depend,’ in that God here makes 
use of his 'unlimited right' to have mercy on whom he will and to harden whom he 
will. 


1) The parenthetical is by Pros. Schmidt. 
2) "A.u.N." Vol. 5, p. 333. 
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Will. "The phrase 'a man's conversion and blessedness' means, according to its 
wording, that the conversion and blessedness of every man, of all men, depends 
solely on God, and in no sense on man himself or his conduct. 1) And again: "One 
would think that even a blind Missourian should be able to understand so much, that 
with the sentence: 'A man's conversion and salvation depends on God alone' (with 
the exclusion of all consideration of man's conduct in relation to the powerfully 
calling, awakening, working grace of God) he nevertheless puts himself in a bad 
position.” 2) 

Here we have constant Thesis and Antithesis in sharp opposition. The 
Missourian Thesis is: "Man's blessedness depends on God alone," and Prof. 
Schmidt himself explains the expression "of God" in this connection with the words 
already quoted: "Only 'of God,’ i. e., of God's gracious will and mercy." To this Thesis, 
the assertion of Sola Gratia, Prof. Schmidt opposes the contradictory antithesis: 
"That the conversion and blessedness of those who are called does not in every 
respect or in every sense ‘depend on God alone," or: "That the actual conversion 
and blessedness of a man does not in every respect and in every respect depend 
only on whether God has mercy on him in grace and wills to have and make him 
blessed with all his heart," and he repeatedly advocates his assertion of man's own 
personal conduct as a co-determining factor in his "becoming blessed." He himself 
calls the question, "Does a man's conversion and blessedness depend on God 
alone?" in a certain sense the central question of the whole controversy, and to the 
Missourian answer, "Yes, a man's conversion and blessedness depend on God 
alone, not on any conduct of man," he contrasts in sharp contrast his answer: No, 
not in every respect does man's conversion and blessedness depend on God alone, 
but "also with" man's own personal conduct, and calls the doctrine he combats a 
"doctrine quite terrible in fact." 

Let us stop here for the present. Dr. Schmidt, in his latest article, says: "In the 
whole doctrinal controversy, as far as | know, not one line has yet been written on 
our part against the truth that man is saved by grace alone." We refrain here from 
any explanation of this assertion, which is, after all, capable of various explanations. 
One explanation, however, is at any rate excluded, namely, that Dr. Schmidt could 
not know what his own organ of argument sufficiently proves, and what, as we also 
intend to show, can also be deduced from what has been said in other sources. 


1) "A.u.N." Vol. 5, p. 333. 
2) "A.u.N." Vol. 5, p. 333. 
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the leaves, and even in his recent "Petition to the Gentlemen of St. Louis," it is clearly 
and irrefutably evident that Prof. Schmidt's struggle against Missouri was from the 
beginning a struggle against the Sola Gratia, and that he and his comrades, God be 
lamented, have remained fighters of this truth, that the sinner is saved by grace 
alone. 


(Conclusion follows.) 


Modern Subordinatianism in the Light of Scripture. 


The article of the deity of Christ is still at the center of theological controversy 
at this time. The struggle over the Apostolicum has not yet come to a standstill in the 
German churches. The modern Arians are raising their voices more and more 
brazenly and are gaining more and more leeway and prestige in Christendom. The 
modern Orthodox, however, fall short of the old Ortho" doxes or Athanasians in a 
twofold way. On the one hand, they do not want to have the Augsburg Confession 
say, as it emphasizes in its first article, that the deniers of the divinity of Christ are 
“idolaters, blasphemers, and outside the Church of Christ," and they have even less 
desire to practice accordingly. On the other hand, they themselves no longer stand 
in the center of the ancient Christian confession. Only a few German theologians still 
profess unreservedly such propositions of the Athanasianum as that the Son, too, is 
the eternal, uncreated, immeasurable, omnipotent God, that of the three Persons of 
the Godhead none is the first, none the last, none the greatest, none the smallest, 
but that all three Persons are equally eternal and equally great with each other. The 
spokesmen of the newer theology, and especially of the so-called confessional or 
ecclesiastical theology, also falsify Christology, and are Cenotists on the one hand, 
and Subordinatians on the other. Although they hold to the eternal begetting of the 
Son from the Father and the consubstantiality and unity of the Son with the Father, 
they define the deity of Christ as a derived and conditional deity and thereby imply a 
certain subordination of the Son, as well as of the Spirit, to the Father. 

We will recall here only a few characteristic statements and definitions of the 
luminaries of modern Lutheranism. Thomasius writes in his Dogmatics I, p. 108: "If 
we now consider these historically economic relationships as the temporal 
manifestation of eternal relationships of essence and infer from these to these, then 
God as Father will be the principle of both, of the Son and of the Spirit, and will have 
his distinguishing peculiarity precisely in the fact that he is, 
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He was aman, and | was aman, and! was aman, and! was aman. It is this absolute 
unconditionality of his, this absolute being out of and through himself, that will be the 
content of his self-consciousness. According to this, then, aseity, being out of 
oneself, this essential characteristic of God's being, belongs exclusively to the 
Father. Hence Thomasius also speaks of a "conditionality" of the persons one by 
another, of a "dependence of the second person on the first" (loc. cit. p. 110), calls 
the first person the "ground" of the other two (loc. cit. p. 106). In a certain sense, 
Frank wants to give the aseity also to the Son, but only insofar as the Son wills, sets, 
and knows himself as conditioned. This "conditionality of the self-conditioning" is and 
remains, after all, a conditionality. The Father alone is "God par excellence," "God 
yat écoyiy," "the original positing." 

Incidentally, Frank's doctrine of the Trinity occasionally acquires a Sabellian touch, 
e.g. when he remarks that "the archetypal Father would not have and know himself 
as Father, if he did not have and know himself as Son. So the Father, not God, but 
the Father, the first Person of the Godhead, has and knows Himself at the same time 
as Son! "System of Christian Truth," |, pp. 203. 207. Delitzsch, in No. 49 of the 
"Allgemeine Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung," 1884, raises the question, "Is 
it really permissible to call JEsum Christ the HErrn (Jehovah) Zebaoth, the one God, 
besides whom there is none?" and then denies this question. "All those passages of 
Scripture which say that all authority in heaven and on earth has been given to him, 
and that even the angels and powers and authorities of the heavenly world have 
been made subject to him, do not justify an affirmative answer to the question; for 
there, after all, Christ, the God-man, is distinguished as the recipient from the Father 
as the giver and the subject." "A friend from Baden, moreover, refers to the Nicaum, 
where the Son is called God out of God, light out of light, true God out of true God. 
But even there he is not known as ‘the one God,' but as the Son of the Father, and 
as being of the same essence with him who is the original ground of the Godhead." 
In what follows Delitzsch seeks to prove that and why in the well-known saying 1 
John 5:21, "This is the true God and the eternal life," "This" cannot refer to Jesus 
Christ; v. Zezschwitz, in his "Christian Doctrine," pp. 398 ff., 416 ff., lays all stress on 
the fact that the Father relates to the Son as the archetype to the image. The "manner 
of the Father," the exclusive characteristic of the Father as distinguished from the 
Son, he determines to the effect that God, precisely as Father, "is the ultimate source 
of life, even of that which God lives in himself. The Son, the image, he characterizes 
as "the representative of the world before God." "In God's eternal being, the Son, 
instead of the world, is, as it were, God's most perfect world in himself, because the 
perfected image of the Father." In that the relation of "God" to the "world" is here 
translated into the eternal being of God, into the trini- 
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The Son is thereby subordinated to the Father as strongly as possible. The son may 
be an eternal, uncreated, hypostatic "world," but the name and concept of "world" 
compels us to subordinate the one who bears this name to God, the father. 
Martensen and v. Hofmann go still further in this direction. Martensen writes in his 
Dogmatik, p. 101: "As certainly as God must open up for Himself as the blessed 
self-consciousness, just as certainly must a Pleroma open up in God, a realm of 
entities, of ideas, of powers and forces, an inner uncreated world (yoouo¢ vontoc)," 


And this uncreated world is the Son, who is also called dsbtepoc b/edc. v. Hofmann, 
in the first doctrinal proposition of his "Proof of Scripture," states the axiom: "God is 
triune to be the God of men." He calls Christum an "inner divine I," which, however, 
he does not know how to determine otherwise than as the "primordial world-goal." 
In Zéckler's "Handbuch der theologischen Wissenschaften," which codifies the 
newer ecclesiastical theology, ecclesiastical license is granted to modern 
subordinatianism, when it says, p. 99: "Not actually of a heretical nature is the 
subordinatianism of many fathers of the pre-Nicene period, of the Arminians, 
Episcopius, etc., which holds to the consubstantiality of the three divine persons, 
but subordinates the Son and the Spirit to the Father, a large part of the 
supranaturalistic dogmatists" etc. 
The subordinatian yat ~oy7v united modern is Kahnis. The 

He finds in the alleged and real subordinatianism of the pre-Nicene Fathers the 
original and genuine form of the confession of Christ, the Son of God, sees in 
coordinatianism, which only gained space in the Church with the Nicene era, a 
falsification of Christology, and means with the following words to express the 
adequate relationship of the Son to the Father, respectively of the Spirit to the Father 
and Son: "The unity which unites Father, Son, and Spirit lies in the divine original 
personality from which Son and Spirit originate, in the mysterious unity of the Father, 
Son, and Spirit. The unity that unites Father, Son, and Spirit lies in the divine original 
personality from which Son and Spirit originate, in the mysterious interconnection of 
the persons (immanence), and in the unified content of their attributes and functions. 
If God is the essence of himself, it follows that the son and the spirit, which have 
their origin in the father, are God only in the second and third senses of the word. 
Thus teacheth the Scriptures, thus testifieth the Church of the four first centuries. 
And so among the erroneous paths in this doctrine, namely, the Unitarian, 
Economistic, Modalistic, Arian, Tritheistic, we shall have to reckon also the 
Coordinatian." "Now, since the Son and the Spirit mediate the relation of God to the 
world in general, and in particular to the fallen world, their personality cannot be 
mediated from the essence of God in itself, but only from the relation of God to the 
world. The Father, the original divine personality, created the Son before the world. 
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begets, let the Holy Spirit come forth from Himself, to mediate Himself through them 
to the world, but to mediate the world with Himself." Dogmatics Ill, p. 206. 

Kahnis' theory exposes the ultimate consequences of all subordinatianism. If 
one takes the liberty, as is now common practice, of constructing the divine three- 
person personality out of the concept of absolute personality by means of an 
operation of reason, then one cannot avoid thinking of the father as an original 
personality and the son and spirit as divine | subordinate to the divine original |, as 
God in the second and third sense of the word. But then the last step lies very close, 
that one degrades son and spirit to finite persons. Kahnis drew this extreme 
consequence from his part. For when he makes the Son and the Spirit originate 
"before the world," for the purpose of world creation and world redemption from the 
divine original person, he determines for the Son, as well as for the Spirit, a 
beginning in time. But even those theologians who confess that the Son was 
eternally begotten of the Father, while ascribing to the Son only a conditional and 
subordinate deity, essentially dissolve the deity of Christ altogether. For it belongs 


to the concept of God's being that God is the supreme being, and that God is causa 
sul, the ground of himself. But if they nevertheless insist that the Son is the essential, 
true God, as also the Spirit, they cannot possibly maintain the unitas essentiae divinae, 


namely, the unitas numerica, since the deity of the Son and the Spirit lacks something 
that is proper to the deity of the Father, and their doctrine of the Trinity becomes 
tritheism. We do not, however, wish to dwell here on these evil consequences of the 
modern Trinity construction, but only to point out that this error is not only an innocent 
aberration of the mind, but touches closely the salvation and blessedness of 
mankind. If we do not let Christ be the whole, full God, God in the same sense of 
the word, in the same scope of the concept, as the Father, if the whole, full deity is 
not in the wager, then we cannot avoid or control the doubt whether our guilt and 
condemnation are also completely balanced by Christ's suffering and death. On the 
article of the divinity of Christ hangs the validity of our redemption, the certainty of 
our blessedness. 

We wish to place the subordinate ideas, such ideas as have just been set forth, 
such as have to some extent become established in this country, such as are 
continually rising out of our own carnal reason, in the light of Scripture. In the 
following, those scriptural statements shall be compiled and briefly discussed in 
which the deity of Christ is testified to and the eternal relationship of the Son to the 
Father is described in greater detail. Even apart from the contrast referred to, it can 
only be for the edification and fortification of our most holy faith that 
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We can only be happy when we see Christ7 in whom alone stands our salvation, in 
his full divine glory and majesty. 

We shall introduce those passages of Scripture which, superficially 
considered, seem to indicate a kind of subordination of the Son to the Father, which 
are also seized upon by old and new subordinatists for their opinion, and shall see 
what these sayings really say and what they do not say. 

First of all, there is no question that Scripture expresses the divine side of 
Christ, the inner divine relationship of Christ to God, most frequently and usually by 
the name "Son of God. This is the shortest and most popular form of the confession 
of Christ, that we say: Christ is the Son of God. And it is truly scriptural that we 
commonly speak of Christ in this way. Already in the Old Testament it is said of the 
Messiah, the Son of David, "I will be his father, and he shall be my son." 2 Sam. 7, 
14. The first disciples said to their Master, "Rabbi, thou art the Son of God, thou art 
the King in Israel." Joh. 1, 50. "We have believed and known that thou art Christ, the 
Son of the living God." Joh. 6, 69. Christ affirmed with an oath before the Jewish 
high council the question of the high priest if He was Christ, "the Son of God". Matth. 
26, 63. "Son of God" is the solar title of Christ in the letters of the apostles. St. Paul 
calls the gospel, which he is set apart by God to preach, "the gospel of God ... of 
His Son". Rom. 1, 1. 2. He describes his life of faith, and that is the faith of all 
believers, in the words, "What | now live in the flesh, | live by the faith of the Son of 
God." Gal. 2, 20. He writes, "But when the time was fulfilled, God sent his Son," etc. 
Gal. 4, 4. St. Peter begins his epistle with the words: "Blessed be God and the Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ." 1 Petr. 1, 3. St. John testifies that "our fellowship is with 
the Father and with His Son JEsu Christo." 1 John 1:3. He writes, "And we have 
seen and do testify that the Father hath sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world." 
1 Joh. 4, 14. "And this is his commandment, that we believe on the name of his Son 
JEsu Christ." 1 Joh. 3, 23. what he wrote in his gospel, what he wrote in his epistle, 
is for the purpose, "that we might believe on the name of the Son of God." Joh. 20, 
31. 1 Joh. 5, 13. In the letter to the Hebrews it says that God spoke to us in the end 
"through the Son". Hebr. 1, 2. These are some of the most important scriptural 
testimonies of Christ, "the Son of God". 

But what is the content of this term "Son of God"? This is already stated in the 
name and is confirmed by God's saying Ps. 2, 7: "You are my son, today | have 
begotten you", and by the expression "only begotten son", Joh. 1, 14. 18. 3, 16. 1 
Joh. 4, 9, 
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"Firstborn," Col. 1:15, God's "own Son," Rom. 8:32, put beyond doubt. "God hath 
many sons and children, but only one is the only begotten. The rest all at once 
become sons through this only-begotten Son, who is our Lord and God, whom he 
begat in the Godhead from eternity." Luther, Erl. This one Son, the only-begotten, is 
the Son of God in the proper sense of the word, Son of God xat' ynv, he is born of 
God, of the essence of God, he has life and essence from the Father, the Father has 
communicated to the Son his essence, the whole undivided divine essence. He was 
born of the Father for eternity. The Lord said to him, "Today | have begotten you. 
This is the today of God, the eternity. It is also testified that Christ "came forth from 
the beginning and from eternity". Micah 5:1. But eternity is time without time. It is an 
eternal begetting; the Father begat the Son, and begets Him continually, and will 
never cease to beget Him. And in spite of the eternal, unceasing begetting, the Son 
is an independent person apart from the Father, persona perfecta et absoluta, just as 


our ancients also rightly call the generatio aeterna et perpetua itself an actio perfecta. 

How, then, do these definitions imply any subordination of the Son to the 
Father, that the Son is in any way inferior to the Father? Only then, if one were to 
transfer, without further ado, the common human conditions and circumstances of 
procreation, paternity, and sonship to the divine. This is what the moderns do, and it 
is fundamentally wrong. When we speak of Christ, the Son of God, born of the Father 
in eternity, we are dealing with a divine, inner-divine act, an inner-divine relationship 
of one divine person to another. And therefore all that is said of procreation, 
fatherhood, sonship, must be understood here; therefore all weak, imperfect 
conceptions, which are connected with those terms in the human sphere, must be 
separated here. 

Among human beings, of course, the son born of the father is in many ways 
inferior to the father. The father is naturally older than the son. It is evident that if this 
relation of earlier and later is applied to the divine Father and the divine Son, the 
eternal generation and then the eternal Godhead in general, and consequently the 
true deity of Christ, are immediately negated. If newer theologians, on the one hand, 
want to hold fast to the "born in eternity," but, on the other hand, still speak of a 
priority of the Father before the Son, they say yes and no in one breath. The Son is 


really and truly born of the Father. But from this it follows by no means: Hy Srs ot>x 


(There was a time when he was not), 
precisely because it is a divine and eternal birth. 


Modern subordinatianism in the light of Scripture. 23 


The Son is dependent on the Father, and his existence is conditioned by the 
Father. He was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, and he was a man, 
and he was a man, and he was a man. But if here, too, man is readily inferred from 
God and speaks of the dependence of the Son of God on God the Father, of the 
conditionality of the Son through the Father, if the Father is called the cause of the 
Son, then this is again not a speculative-philosophical, but rather a crude, childish 
way of thinking and speaking of God and divine things. The concept of sonship with 
God implies that the Father has communicated his essence, that is, his divine 
essence, to the Son. The Son is consubstantial with the Father, duootowe. But it is 
an inalienable characteristic of the divine essence that God consists of and through 
and in Himself, that God is finely grounded Himself and dependent on no other. Now 
if Christ, by virtue of his being begotten of the Father, is natural, essential God, he 
is also God out of and in himself. If Christ is God out of God, true God out of true 
God, he is also, to speak with the ancient teachers of our Church, ovtd& coc é¢ 
abtoov, Deus ipsissimus ex Deo ipsissimo. A conditional, dependent God is not a God, 
a conditional Deity is not a Deity. Therefore the Lutheran dogmatists have justly 
resisted calling the Father the causa, the ground of the Son, and have denied any 
dependence and dependency of the Son on the Father. Quenstedt aptly remarks in 
his Systema Theologicum |, p. 376: icet Filius Dei per aeternam generationem essentiam 
divinam a Patre acceperit, haec ipsa tamen aeterna Filii Dei generatio non impedit, quo minus 
sit et dici possit AdtiKeoc, hoc est a se ipso et in se ipso Deus. It is a fine and proper 
distinction when he writes p. 377: Distinguens dum inter habentem essentiam divinam a 
se ipsa existentem et habentem essentiam divinam a se ipso. And p. 378: Avt“vaia Christo 
cum Patre communis est, imo nisi communis esset, Christus verus Deus non esset. Nec tamen 
sequitur, si Christo tribuitur atoovord, illum habere a se ipso essentiam. Hoc certum est, 
illum habere essentiam, quae est a semetipsa. Nam aliter essentia divina, summa, infinita et 
independens esse nequit. It is true that this is a thought that surpasses all human 
likeness and analogy, all human thought and understanding, an unfathomable 
mystery, that Christ has the divine essence, which exists of and through itself and is 
absolutely absolute and independent, from the Father. But this is no more 
incomprehensible than the other, that the Son is eternally born of the Father. 

Finally, it should be noted that in the second Psalm, which is the locus classicus 


of the eternal begetting of the Son from the 
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Father, just also the Son v. 12. appears as the true, living, most high God, to whom 
one has to pay homage and trust, and is put on the same level with God, the Father. 
One time it is the Lord Jehovah, God the Father, who will one day speak to his 
enemies in his wrath, v. 5. the other time it is the Son, whose wrath will soon burn 
up, v. 12. G. St. 

(To be continued.) 


Miscellany. 


Ritschlianism. Some time ago, a new edition of the Gospels of Marcus and 
Lucas appeared from the well-known Meyer Commentary, the former edited by Prof. 
Bernh. Wei in Berlin, the latter by the son of the same, Prof. Joh. Weif3 in Géttingen. 
The younger Wei is a Ritschlian and eager to support the heresy of his school by 
his criticism and exegesis. This is evident, for example, in his treatment of the Last 
Supper pericope Luc. 22, 17. ff. What weight is otherwise laid on the readings of the 
best Greek manuscripts! White, however, quite simply deletes in v. 19 b. the words 
16 bnép 60" d1dduevo", although Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, and others have 


the same, because these words are wanting in Codex D (Bezae, Cantabrigiensis) and 
in some Vulgate manuscripts. This variant is so badly authenticated that most recent 
commentaries, including the previous edition of Meyer's, do not even mention it. But 
White goes further. Because Lucas twice, v. 17. and 19. mentions the presentation 
of a cup, and v. 19c. and v. 20. agree with 1 Cor. 11, 24b. and 25. he simply makes 
the supposition that the narrative of the second cup is an interpolation from Paul. But 
what purpose does Wei have in his arbitrary, certainly "unscientific" procedure? 
The Ritschlian school denies the vicarious atoning death of Christ and wants to erase 
the memory of it from the Holy Communion. Thus White, for "critical" reasons, erases 
the words expressing the vicarious atonement, "who is given for you," and has 
"proved" that the Lord's Supper was only a farewell meal. By his word, Jesus 
consecrates the cup as a farewell cup, by the partaking of which he enters into a 
personal communion with the disciples that lasts even beyond death, and the 
common partaking of the one loaf represents the firm and intimate communion to 
which the partakers unite. - What WeiB strives for in exegesis, his comrade in spirit, 
the Berlin Harnack, strives for in church history. In the collective work: "Texte und 
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur" published 
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He wrote a treatise on "Bread and Water: the Eucharistic Elements in Justin". There 
he believes to prove that Justin Martyr knew and named not bread and wine, but 
bread and water, as the elements in the ecclesiastical communion of his time. "A 
new general view is gained." 1) "The elements of the Lord's Supper are (from the 
beginning) the bread and the cup, not necessarily the cup of wine." The only thing 
that matters is that it be a meal which is celebrated as the Lord's Supper, as the 
memorial meal of the death of Jesus. The meaning of the institution of the Lord's 
Supper is essentially that "the HErr has sanctified the most important function of 
natural life (namely, eating and drinking) by designating the food as his body and 
blood." Against the historical statements of Harnack, Prof. Th. Zahn of Erlangen, one 
of the most thorough connoisseurs of ancient Christian literature, wrote some time 
ago an article in the "Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift" ("Brod und Wein im Abendmahl der 
alten Kirche"), and denounced them as false. - Is it any wonder, however, that 
unbelief is gaining the upper hand among preachers and hearers, when theologians 
of the Ritschl school occupy the most important chairs in a whole series of German 
universities (Berlin, Géttingen, Marburg, Giessen, etc.)? LE. 

Negative Criticism. One biblical book after another has to be presented by the 
modern critics as a concocted work of art. A Dr. C. Clemen has written a "Chronology 
of the Pauline Epistles" to "defend our faith," as he himself says. But his writing is a 
mockery and derision of the Christian faith. Since he assumes a sequence in the 
composition of the Pauline epistles that does not agree with the facts narrated in the 
Acts of the Apostles, he considers the "untrustworthiness" of this book to be 
established. From different sources the same had originated, namely from HH = 
historia helle-nistaram, HPe = historia Petri; HPa = historia Pauli (to which also IP = 
itinerarium Pauli belongs). For Cap. 6, 1-6. a special source is assumed. But this is 
not enough. Clemen senses statements that are soon Judaistic, soon anti-Judaistic. 
Accordingly two corresponding redactions of the sources are distinguished, Rj = 
redactor judaicus and Ra=redactor antijudaicus, to which then occasionally a not further 
known, nebulous quantity R steps aside. - And now this is supposed to be a defense 
of the faith! Truly, because they thought they were wise, they became fools, Rom. 1, 
22. L. F. 

Luther's Catechism. An interesting book will soon be published by Georg Wigand 
in Leipzig. As is known, Lic. Dr. Buchwald found in the Zwickauer 
Rathsschulbibliothek a significant 


1) Citirt in "Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift", III, 262. 
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In the Jena University Library, there is a treasure trove of letters from the time of the 
Reformation, and the sermons that Luther preached on the catechism in 1528. 
These finds now yield important results for the knowledge of the origin of Luther's 
catechisms and bring light into the darkness that has been hovering over them until 
now. It emerges, for example, that the Catechism first appeared as a wall or table 
catechism in poster form, initially containing only the first three main pieces. 
(Theol. Literaturbl.) 

"The Gospel of Peter." Much is still being written in theological and ecclesiastical 
journals about this latest discovery in the field of apocryphal gospel literature. 
English and German scholars vie with each other. But it is quite clear that the value 
of this discovery, which Harnack and others initially held in such high esteem, is a 
very small one. Th. Zahn has written a longer article about it in the current volume 
of the "Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift" and has included the text with a translation. His 
judgment appears to be completely justified, namely, that it is a "thoroughly 
tendentious and fantastic story, quite incompatible with the historical circumstances 
of Jesus' time, and told in a comparatively modern language" (p. 181). In addition to 
this, it has a view of the person of the Lord which gives to both His death and His 
resurrection a quite different meaning than is given to these events according to the 
account of the four evangelists. Zahn believes that the Gospel of Peter was written 
around the year 150 in Antioch in a circle that was either identical or closely related 
to the Gnostic school of Valentin. It is of value in so far as it is a new proof of the 
sole validity of the four canonical Gospels about the year 150, from which it was 
drawn with manifold distortions, and which it intended to counteract. _L. F. 


Literature. 


The voice of our church in the question of church and ministry. A collection of 
testimonies on this question from the confessional writings of the Lutheran 
Church and from the private writings of orthodox teachers of the same. 
Presented by C. F. W. Walther, formerly Professor of Theology at the 
Concordia-Collegium in St. Louis. Fourth ed. Zwickau i. S. 1894. Published 
by the Schriftenverein der separirten ev.-luth. Gemeinden in Sachsen. To 

be obtained from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. price $2.00. 
Already in the last issue of this journal we called attention to the appearance of a new, the 
fourth, edition of Walther's "Kirche und Amt". Now that a copy of the new edition has come into 

our hands, we are still 
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with a few words back to this well-known writing. In Germany, the form of this work has 
occasionally been ridiculed because it consists largely of quotations. Even the blessed author 
calls it"A collection of testimonies" on the title page. It was published at a time - and unfortunately 
that time is not yet over - when an essentially Roman doctrine of church and ministry was taken 
for the genuine Lutheran doctrine and wanted to be introduced into the American Lutheran 
Church. In contrast to this, it was necessary to prove documentarily what Lutheran doctrine was 
in the disputed points of doctrine. But the writing is truly more than a "collection of testimonies." 
In nine theses on the church and in ten theses on the ministry of preaching, the author himself 
clearly and concisely sets forth the doctrine, and to each thesis he then first adds the scriptural 
proof. If the citation were missing altogether, every unbiased reader would clearly recognize from 
the enclosed proof of Scripture that no other doctrine of church and ministry than the one 
presented by Walther is the doctrine of Holy Scripture. The author of this article must confess 
from his own experience that the brief, concise proof of Scripture made a tremendous and 
convincing impression on him at the time. 

The book does not cost $2.50, as was erroneously stated in the December issue, but only 
$2.00. FP: 


Evangelical Lutheran Dogmatics by Dr. Christian Léber. With a borwort by C. F. W. 
Walther. New edition. Second edition. St. Louis, Mo. and Leipzig. Published 
by F. Dette. 1893. price $2. 25. 


For the characterization and recommendation of L6éber's Dogmatik, we repeat a few words 
from Dr. Walther's preface to the first edition. Dr. Walther wrote: "The publisher was prompted 
to reprint this book by the fact that after the reprinting of the Latin Compendium of Dogmatics by 
Baier, the desire for a similar work in German was expressed in many quarters. Of all the works 
in this genre, Dr. Christian Léber's Compendium seemed to be the most suitable. Related to 
Baier's Compendium in its structure, it not only has the same advantages over other orthodox 
presentations of dogmatics, although it suffers from the same weaknesses here and there, but 
Ldéber can also serve to explain and supplement Baier's work, the translation given in the text of 
the theological and philosophical terms used by the old dogmatists, since these terms often 
cause so many difficulties for the reader who is not yet familiar with the language of the old 
dogmatists, especially in our days, that some turn away from the study of the old dogmatists 
already because of this." The "weaknesses" to which Dr. Walther points out, lie namely in the 
doctrine of the Church (doctrine of the three estates), in the doctrine of election by grace (Léber 
constantly converts "provided" into "foreseeing"), and in the doctrine of conversion (Léber 
teaches that man "in the progress of his conversion" cooperates in his conversion, and asserts, 
explaining this "with a very clear similitude," that Lazarus, after Christ had put the power into him, 
"had also himself, as it were, to lend a hand, and to rise again in the power of Christ, which made 
him alive." But Léber is not yet an Ohioan. He does not say that conversion and blessedness do 
not depend on God's grace alone). But despite these weaknesses, there is still more sound 
theological instruction to be gleaned from Loeber's Dogmatics than from a whole dozen modern 
dogmatists. So let this work be heartily recommended here anew. Fs:P2 
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l. America. 


Rome and the division of state school funds. Cardinal Gibbons has declared in a letter to the 
"Independent" that he has absolutely nothing to do with the movement to allocate state school 
funds to parochial schools. Similarly, individual "prominent" Catholics have renounced the 
movement in the strongest terms. Judge McSherry, an associate justice of the Maryland Court 
of Appeals, has spoken out thus: "| am a bitter and vehement opponent of the whole machination. 
| am a Roman Catholic, but it does not follow that | approve of every wild and foolish measure 
which religious zealots, on their own responsibility, choose to put into operation. It is very much 
to be deplored that this movement has been started. Nothing good can come of it, and it may 
lead to the dissolution of existing political parties and the formation of new ones founded merely 


on differences of religion. If this should happen, then the operators of this measure would be 


destroyed (would be ground to powder). There would be no objection to this if those people 
were the only ones to suffer. But apart from this, the plan itself is thoroughly reprehensible. The 
school tax is levied for a specific purpose, namely, to maintain the state schools and for nothing 
else. No legislature in Maryland has the moral or constitutional right to use any part of the school 
fund for any other and different purpose. To do so would be a breach of the public trust. The 
money thus raised can be used as little for religious schools as for religious communities, and it 
is but a short and easy step from the one misapplication to the other." This pronouncement 
leaves little to be desired. Judge McSherry says the same thing here that we Lutherans have 
often said. Now, now. McSherry finds himself here at odds with the Pabst, who demands that 
the Pabstfecte be elevated to the status of a state church and entrusted with the teaching of the 


people. In earnest, Judge McSherry would probably no more deny the sacrificium intellectus et 
voluntatis to the idol in Rome than would "Father" Brockhagen, Prof. Mivart, and many others. 


The "Churchman is therefore quite right in warning all Protestants not to lay much stress on 
such and similar pronouncements. Rome would have to cease to be Rome if she were not to 
work ceaselessly to gain the position of a State Church here in America. Those Catholics in New 
York and Maryland who are now taking the first steps to bring about an amalgamation of the 
Papacy with the State are the right and relatively honest Catholics. The McSherry's and the 
Gibbons' are either ignoramuses who do not know their own Church, or hypocrites who are still 
sour grapes. F. P. 

Episcopal Church. The Copingen collection of Latin Bible editions has been given to the 
General Theological Seminary of the Episcopal Church by some friends. The collection contains 
543 editions in 1364 volumes. The Churchman claims that this is the largest collection of Latin 
Bible editions in existence. The books are on their way from England and will be catalogued and 
placed in the seminary library in the next few months. - The General Mission Board of the 
Episcopal Church 
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(General Board of Missions) moved into its own building, corner of Fourth Avenue and Twenty- 
second Street, in New York, with the beginning of this year. Site and building cost $430,000. F. 
P? 

The Episcopalians here seem to be very sorry to see the abolition of the State Church in 
England again being pursued under Gladstone's regime. The "Churchman" calls the intended 
"disestablishment of the great mother church" "a measure the possibility of which we cannot 
contemplate without poignant sorrow.” In contrast, the "Churchman" rejoices over "the Church 


of England" in Canada. While England is close to committing "religious repudiation" (!), "the 

Church" in Canada has taken heart to "restore the title of Archbishop to its hierarchy". The 

Churchman calls this "a step of real progress". Pueri puerilia tractant! F. P. 
Presbyterian. E. B. McGilvary, Presbyterian missionary in Siam, informed the Mission 


Board that he could not agree with the decisions of the last General Assembly concerning the 
inerrancy of Scripture. The Mission Board accepted the resignation of the missionary. F. 
P. 

Methodism and the "new theology". We have already briefly reported that the heads of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church in Chicago have spoken to newspaper reporters concerning the 
position of their community on the "new theology." The "Apologist" comes to the same subject, 
and from it we bear some more particulars. Bishop Vincent declares: "Our Church puts the 
emphasis more on the spiritual (! Spiritual?) and ethical than on the doctrinal. It allows freedom 
of thought. It favors the free study of the so-called 'new theology,’ believing that by a thorough 
research one can only gain and be strengthened in the simple faith in the Word of God and the 
right way to beatitude. We have no dispute in our church about doctrinal points. The 'new 
theology' we do not fear, and it cannot harm our Church." - "Our church" - says Bishop Fowler - 
"is liberal. We allow free scriptural research. We welcome all light, from whatever source it may 
come. We can soon and easily distinguish the right light from the false light." - Bishop Hurst 
boasts, "Our church is the most liberal of all evangelical denominations. Free scriptural research 
is not forbidden among us. We believe in the inspiration of Holy Scripture, in miracles, and in the 
fundamental doctrines necessary to beatification; but these, so far as | know, are not attacked 
by the 'new theology.’ (!) We have never had a schism in our Church over doctrinal views. We 
have had controversies over church government, but never over doctrinal points." - Bishop Ninde 
says: "These new doctrinal views will not cause any evil consequences among us. In general, 
our church is characterized by unanimity in doctrine, although we allow great freedom in thought 
and research." - Bishop Goodsell believes the "new theology" can do no harm to Methodism 
because it agrees with the same that original sin is not damnable. "We believe," he says, "that a 
man becomes responsible for his inherent sinfulness only when he recognizes and does the evil 
himself." The "new theology" is thus also, like Methodism, a protest against Calvinism. - Bishop 
Mallalieu sings the song in the following manner, "We have a theology so simple and so sublime 
that the same commends itself to every intelligent man who possesses common sense. Our 
doctrine, founded on the Bible, gives every man an opportunity to prepare himself in this world 
for another. 
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We have nothing to fear." Other bishops have spoken similarly. - The leaders of the Methodist 
Church thus believe that their community is not threatened by the "new theology" because 
Methodism is indifferent to doctrine, does not argue about questions of faith, allows everyone 
"free research," places the emphasis on ethics, that is, on what man should do, and is the most 
liberal of all Protestant denominations, that is, on what man should do, is the most liberal of all 
Protestant denominations, still finds the fundamental doctrines of Christianity even in the "new 


theology," and - last but not least - because Methodism especially recommends itself to 
common sense. What a delusion! Had the "apologist" drawn the conclusion from the above 
sentences: Methodism has nothing more to fear from the "new theology," for both are of one 
mind and stand basically on the same ground, that would make sense. The "new theology" has 
sprung from no other ground than indifferentism, rationalism, carnal certainty, and the confusion 
of Christianity with paganism, the error so fatal to the church, according to which the essentials 
of Christianity are regarded not as what Christ did for us by his holy life, suffering, and death, 
but as the ethical things that man does and ought to do. Precisely these fundamental views of 
the "new theology" are expressed in the above statements of the bishops. If, in such a state of 
things, Methodism thinks itself safe from the "new theology," it is clear what kind of "safety" this 
is. Only then will the Church of our time be able to protect herself from the "new theology" and 
the sad consequences of it, when she gets rid of indifferentism and learns to recognize that 
every doctrine, yes, every word of Holy Scripture, is more important than heaven and earth. 
Only then will it be able to offer the newer ones the lead, if it purifies itself from rationalism, from 
the addiction to make the doctrine of faith acceptable to an unbelieving, rationally proud 
generation. Yes, only then need it not fear the "new theology," as in general every anti-church 
current, when it has above all things also excreted from itself the heathen leaven that man is 
converted, justified and saved not only by grace, but also by his own deeds and good conduct, 
- when it recollects the truth, that not the law, but the doctrine of the gospel, is the very core of 
Christianity, the doctrine that man is justified and saved before God without merit of works, by 
pure grace, through Christ's merit and righteousness alone, which is offered to the sinner in 
Word and Sacrament and becomes his own through faith alone, which God works through those 
same means of grace. But as long as one does not know this doctrine and writes it on his 
banner, and remains stuck in his indifferentism and rationalism, he will fall a victim to every false 
teaching and every new folly. 
F.B. 


General Synod. The paper of the General Synod, "The Lutheran Evangelist,” reports a 
complaint against the Lutheran mission among the Negroes in New Orleans from a Methodist 
paper, of which he himself does not know whether it has foundation or not, and then accuses 
the Missouri Synod flatly that its members have always been unscrupulous proselytizers. The 


"Evangelist" writes: "But the Missquri Lutherans have always been unscrupulous proselytes. 
They try to proselyte even from other Lutheran synods, not only individual members and 
families, but whole congregations, under the plea that there are no other true Lutherans in 
America, yea, in the whole world, except those who agree entirely with them in doctrine and 
cultus. They are heartily 
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sincere in this practice and, no doubt, think they are doing good service by proselyting as 


many as possible to Missourianism." That the "evangelist" did not stick to the truth with the 
above words, he knows, or he should have known and could have known. He could have known 
that we do not consider complete agreement in worship and ceremonies necessary for church 
unity, but only complete agreement in the articles of doctrine. The cultus is added by the 


"Evangelist". He could also know that the Missouri Synod from the beginning has rejected in 


principle any reaching into a foreign office. If the "Evangelist" believes that the Missourians have 
transgressed against their own principles, he must prove it and not merely assert it. 
F. B. 

Father Mahoney of Brooklyn raged against the employers on December 17 last year, calling 
them bloodhounds, etc. Had the Father wished to be honest, he should have cried out to the 
Irish, Poles, and Italians of his Church, "That you are so anemic, so crude, and so ignorant, you 
owe chiefly to your merciful raven mother, the Roman Church, which for centuries has blinded, 
enslaved, maltreated, and plundered you and your ancestors spiritually, mentally, and 
physically." - To his sorrow, the Antichrist can no longer pursue his purposes with brute force, 
therefore he has resorted to hypocrisy. Admittedly, now and then he shows the claws of the old 
dragon and thus indicates what he would at least like to do to those who oppose him. Thus, for 


instance, as the "Christian Messenger" reports, "The Catholic Citizen" writes: "Treat the 
members of the A. P. A. like wild beasts, show them no mercy,be implacable against them. This 
seems atrocious, but it is the greatest mercy against them, as this way is the most successful. 
Pursue them! Pursue them! And persecute them again and again! Boycott is the right weapon 
to fight them with success," etc. One can see from this what weapons Rome prefers to fight with 
when it comes to rooting out the enemies of the "church." Where the Antichrist can, he resorts 
to violence; where he cannot, to cunning and hypocrisy. 
F. B. 


ll. Abroad. 


Papal hypocrisy and cruelty. In the congratulatory dispatch of the Pope to the Protestant 
German Emperor (on the occasion of the assassination of the Emperor), held in a cordial tone, 
the Holy (!) Father also assures that he will not cease to pray that through the beneficial influence 
of the "Church" (Pabstkirche) it may succeed in bringing misguided mankind back on the right 
path. - The pope is a master of deceit and hypocrisy. He acts as if he were concerned for the 
Protestant emperor, whom he hates in his deepest soul and would depose and burn as a heretic 
if he could. The pope presents himself as if he cared about the salvation of mankind, and yet 
the Antichrist is the one who has led more souls to perdition and hell than all the other deceivers 
in Christendom put together. The great hypocrite at Rome poses as if, in pure self-denial, he 
alone sought the good of lost humanity, and yet he only ponders day and night how he may 
extend his dominion and more and more fortify his tyranny. The pope stands before the whole 
world and sighs over "lost humanity," and yet no one has led so many people into the most 
shameful bondage, the deepest poverty, the crudest ignorance and spiritual blindness, and kept 
them therein, than the very Antichrist at Rome. F. B. 
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How everything that wants to be considered theologically noble and scientific in Germany is 
filled with hostility against the Holy Scriptures is evident from the condemnations of those 
writings that still want to hold to the inerrancy of the Scriptures. Fortunately, the number of 
writings of the latter kind is increasing in Germany. We name here, according to German book 
lists: Ebeling, Dr. phil. The Bible, God's Word. Zwickau i. S., J. Herrmann. 64S. Erdmann, O., 
Rev. The credibility of the holy Scriptures as the Word of God. Gitersloh, C. Bertelsmann. 120 
S. Beyer, Th., high school professor. The Bible God's word. Leipzig, G. Bohme. 63 S. Marker, 
Dr. phil. pastor. The Bible God's word. Leipzig, G. Boehme. 75 S. The "Litterarische Beilage der 
deutschen Evangelischen Kirchenzeitung" (Litterary Supplement of the German Protestant 
Church Newspaper), for example, finds fault with all these writings because they do not want to 
admit any errors in the Holy Scriptures. Concerning Ebeling's writing, it is remarked that it does 
not succeed in proof, because it wants to prove too much; that it takes the word "inspiration" in 
the sense of "post-classical Lutheran orthodoxy’; it is impossible to cite Luther as a follower of 
the strict doctrine of inspiration (we suppose that the reviewer has read very little of Luther). 
Regarding Erdmann's writing, it is noted: "The author gives an excellent exposition of the 
controversial question, and in detail a great many finger points for the elimination of difficulties. 
But in wanting to assert the absolute inerrancy of the Bible even in secondary matters, he makes 
his task more difficult. His opposition to many a critical statement of modern theology is quite 
justified. But by defending everything and anything, he weakens his own position. Nowadays it 
is really much more important to prove the divinity of Scripture in spite of many contradictions 
and errors" (what kind of "divinity" is that!) "than to base its reliability on the absolute correctness 
of all the notes it contains. Otherwise, one writes for people of faith who have no need of it, while 
the seekers are rather repelled than fortified." (According to this, one must accommodate the 
"seekers" by giving away the credibility of the Scriptures!) As to the two last-mentioned writings, 
it is remarked, "The proof that it is with this literal theory of inspiration that the evangelical church 
stands or falls has not been furnished; nor is it to be furnished." F.P; 

In mixed marriages in Prussia, as the statistics show, the Catholic Church loses. According 
to the census of December 1, 1890, there were 116,673 mixed marriages in Prussia in which 
the fathers were Protestant and the mothers Catholic. From these marriages 121,607 children 
were Protestant and 94,028 Catholic. Further, 139, 129 mixed marriages were contracted in 
which the men were Catholic and the women Protestant. Out of these marriages 137,061 
became Protestant and 117,297 Catholic. Of 469,993 children from 255,802 mixed marriages, 
therefore, 258,668 became Protestant and 211,325 Catholic. (According to the German Ev. 
Kchztg.) 

The parish of Stéckheim near Einbeck in Hanover has the best prospect of becoming 
famous. In an advertisement for a pastor, the church council declared that no applicants need 
apply who do not "know before God and their conscience that they are in complete agreement 
with the apostolic confession of faith in the sense of the small Lutheran catechism. The "faithful" 
pastors also see this as something quite abnormal, although it is the right divine order that first 
the congregations themselves look to the right appointment and administration of the preaching 
ministry in their midst, Col. 4, 17. F.Fr. 
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(Continued instead of ending.) 

Dr. Schmidt has asked us to state openly when and where he contradicted the 
truth that man is saved by grace. In the previous issue of this magazine, we provided 
the required proof from the beginning, and now we continue where we left off, in the 
year 1885. 

In a letter of July 3 of the said year, which Prof. Stellhorn hastened to give to 
the readers of the Columbus "Kirchenzeitung," with the remark, "We are therefore 
pleased to submit to you the following letter of Dr. Schmidt," Dr. S. gives an account 
of negotiations in the Norwegian Synod, and says, among other things, as follows: 

"We anti-Missourians hold that the way to heaven is open to every called man 
from the moment of his calling. Of course, he does not immediately have all the 
goods, gifts, powers, etc., which are to be given him on the way to blessedness; but 
he has open access, through the grace of his calling, to all the goods of salvation 
and powers of grace which are necessary for becoming blessed. Like the one who 
is given a ticket from a place here in the west of America to far-off Europe, so that 
he has the useful possibility of making the whole journey to his destination. The call 
of God's grace is a complete one toward every individual sinner; it embraces all the 
links in the chain of salvation. God always calls to eternal blessedness, and to all 
the goods and gifts necessary to obtain it. But of course the called person does not 
receive all the individual goods and powers of grace in one heap, as it were, or at 
the first moment of his calling. The order of salvation shows the stages of the effects 
of grace, and how they follow one another. Whether all the stages come to pass or 
not, or how many come to pass, does not depend solely on God's gracious will; for 
then all men would be blessed, because God wills (earnestly wills) that all should be 
blessed. 
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and that all may come to the knowledge of the truth. Through his calling, God places 
man in the necessity of a choice: the called must either accept the calling by virtue of 
the grace offered and allow himself to be made blessed, or he must reject it. The 
called (baptized) man must do one of these two things. As when a rich man, offering 
a hundred thalers as a gift to a beggar, compels him to choose: Do you want it, or 
do you not want it? Thus God himself speaks (without first asking permission of the 
infallible pope or reformer in St. Louis): 'l take heaven and earth to be witnesses over 
you this day; | have set before you life and death, blessing and cursing, that you may 
choose life.' Deut. 30:19. (Compare, by the way, Dr. Walther's teaching in the good 
old days, "Ye know the way that leadeth unto life, and the way that leadeth unto 
death; so now ye shall choose which way ye will go. You know the difference between 
God and the world, between Christ and sin; so now also declare which you will 
choose. .. The light way of life and the dark, dreadful way of death open up before 
you; and you shall now decide for yourselves which one you want to go/ Postil p. 139. 
140.) 

"This twofold possibility, which God sets before man by his call of grace, 
troubles our Norwegian Missourians terribly. They cannot deny it, they dare not do 
it; but to admit that man (the ‘called one’) can now do one of two things: either follow 
the call of grace through the offered grace, or reject it from himself, that will not do 
either; for then the whole beautiful Missourian theory would be overthrown. Then, in 
the end, the called one would really have to 'choose' for himself, 'decide’ for himself 
which way he would go, whether that of life or that of death (as Dr. Walther, standing 
and speaking in God's stead, inculcated in me and in other confirmands thirty-five 
years ago, completely in accordance with Scripture). O what grave distress! This 
unavoidable 'either-or' which God sets for the called - as cannot be denied if one 
does not want to be a Calvinist altogether! - In the end, does it not lead to the 
assumption that the called, by virtue of the effective and earnest call of grace, must 
choose one of the two and decide for himself whether he wants to go the narrow way 
that leads to life or the broad way that leads to damnation? And were there left here 
even a speck of choice or self-determination on the part of the one called, where 
then would remain the St. Louis idol: the ruthless predestination to the whole way?" 
1)- 

We have heard Prof. Schmidt speak at length on what he again calls and treats 
here as the "main point." He is 


1) "Luth. Kirchenzeitung" Year 26, No. 14. 
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here, too, as in his own argumentative organ, a combatant of the doctrine of 
conversion recognized in Missouri. Why? Because it leaves "not a speck of choice 
or self-determination on the part of the called" as contributing to his conversion. That 
Schmidt is again dealing with the conduct of man in conversion is evident from his 
own words when he introduces this part of his letter: "The main question now was: 
What does this calling direct where it comes to sinners? Does it direct that they may 
all be converted and saved?" And the conduct which he imputes to man in the work 
of his conversion is not a mere passive se habere, but a "choosing," a "deciding," a 
accepting," a "doing." "One of the two the called must do," he says; "he must decide 
for himself whether he will go the narrow way that leads to life, or the broad way that 
leads to damnation." About the same time that Prof. Schmidt wrote that letter to 
Columbus, he also wrote the following words, which he published in his journal under 
the same date as the number of the "Kirchenzeitung" which carried his letter: 

"Yes, yes, so this is the terrible thing about our anti-Missouri doctrine, that we 
have a sermon, instruction, and exhortation even for the still unconverted man, that 
he has something to do, he can do something, and he must do something, if he does 
not want to remain in his unconverted state and become lost. The defect is not in 
God, of course, but in the unconverted man. God says, "What more should be done 
in my vineyard that | have not done? Es. 5:4. If therefore God has nothing more to 
do, who is it but the unconverted man himself that has something to do on his part 
to be converted and saved?" 1) 

Then Prof. S. himself emphatically emphasizes the "doing" which he assigns 
to the "unconverted" man, a doing which must be added to God's doing in the work 
of conversion, so that man may become "converted and blessed. So he is really in 
earnest in saying that God's doing is not enough, that man's "conversion and 
blessedness" "do not depend on God alone," that sola gratia, which will surely be 
entirely on God's side, is not sufficient for the real conversion and beatification of 
the sinner, but must be added to the sinner's, the unconverted man's, "doing." And 
as Prof. Schmidt assigns to the "unconverted man" something that can only take 
place in the converted man, he thus reveals that he has given Prof. Walther's 
confirmation speech to children whom he had just presented to their Saviour Christ 
as "His precious property, entrusted to Him, as children of His covenant, as children 
of His church, 


1) "Old and New," vol. 5, p. 224. 
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as lambs of His flock," as those who "come to Him purified and sprinkled with the 
blood of His atonement," who "have learned to know and love Him from the Gospel 
as their Savior and faithful Shepherd," 1) as believing Christians, and refers to the 
unconverted man who is yet to be converted and who is to "choose" and "decide for 
himself" in his conversion. This is indeed a strong piece, which alone should be 
enough to open Dr. Schmidt's eyes and to make him realize with tears where he has 
got to since the day of his confirmation. 

That this "doing" of the unconverted man, which according to Prof. Schmidt 
must be added to God's doing, if man is really to be converted, also presupposes a 
corresponding ability or capability, Prof. Schmidt also knows, and he also has no 
hesitation in attributing such ability or capability to the unconverted man. An article 
signed by him with his full name and published in the "Kirchenzeitung" of October 1, 
1885, bears the heading: "Can every person called to the kingdom of heaven also 
accept the calling by virtue of the grace offered?" That the word "can" is to be 
emphasized here is evident from the content of the article, as the verb "can" is printed 
here seven times, blocked. For "to be able to do" it says in one place: "to be able to 
do." The conclusion of the article reads: "God himself says, not only to those who 
have already been converted, but also to those who have not yet been converted: | 
take heaven and earth to be witnesses over you this day. | have set before you life 
and death, blessing and cursing, that you may choose life" (Deut. 30:19). Therefore 
God also threatens the unconverted because they have failed to choose His fear 
(Prov. 1:29). If all who are called can and ought, by virtue of the grace offered, to 
accept the call issued to them to conversion, faith, and blessedness, while they may 
also spurn it, they have, according to the language of holy Scripture (and this suffices 
me), a choice in this respect." 2) It is evident that Schmidt here makes the same 
mistake that has been reproached to earlier synergists, and that it must be asserted 
to him what theologians like Chemnitz, Mérlin, Wigand, Kirchner have held to the 
synergists, that "if God gives, it does not follow that we men can do so, as now our 
nature is and stands in corruption." 3) But that Dr. Schmidt also here thinks man "in 
corruption," the unconverted man, who has not yet "accepted" the grace of God, has 
not yet "received the power of grace," and is confronted with the "choice," he again 
says himself with the words, "But mark yet, 


1) Walther, Am. Luth. Evangelienpostille, p. 139, 
2) "Luth. Kirchenz." 26, 19. 


3) Near Schlisfelburg, Catalog. Haeret. v, p. 666. 
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that | do not say: by power of grace already accepted or imparted, but 'by virtue of 
the grace offered. For when God calls sinners, who are unfit for all spiritual good, to 
repentance, faith, and salvation, he at the same time offers them the necessary 
power to accept this calling. And in this sense they can now accept the calling of 
God by virtue of the grace offered and presented. A beggar, for instance, does not 
need to have the money he needs for a journey in his pocket in order to be able to 
make the journey. It is enough that the money is offered and presented to him. He 
cannot then excuse himself by saying that he never had the money for it in his 
pocket; for it was offered to him, and he could have had and needed it. If, of course, 
he does not accept it, he does not get it into his hand or pocket; but it is true, and 
remains true, that he could have made the journey, not by virtue of the money which 
he had in his pocket (for he had none there), but by virtue of the money offered." 1) 
Thus, as we have said, it is not "by power of grace already accepted or imparted" 
that man is hereafter to "accept the calling"; this we are to "notice"; the unconverted 
man is to do that which must be added on his part to God's converting doing, in order 
that conversion may really come to status and being, and in the unconverted man, 
therefore, there is also to be acknowledged an "ability," a capacity, to accept God's 
calling, just as the beggar has the capacity to "have" and "need" the money offered. 

And another well-known piece of the signature of the synergists, who are at 
war against the Sola Gratia, is found in Prof. Schmidt, namely, that they conclude 
from the resistibility of God's work of grace, a freedom of choice of the unconverted 
man, and accuse the representatives of the Sola Gratia of teaching a forced 
conversion. Dr. Schmidt writes, namely: 

"Inasmuch as God's efficacy of grace for the salvation of sinners is a resistible 
one toward all those who are called, therefore, according to God's will, every one 
who is called has the liberty and choice to do one or the other of two opposite things, 
namely, either to obey the call of grace in virtue of preparatory and powerfully 
efficacious grace, or to reject it in virtue of self-chosen and wanton malice and 
contempt. This choice or liberty, | say, every man retains, for the reason that God 
will not compel any man to be blessed, or necessarily make him blessed by the 
infallible, absolute effect of grace." 2) And in his latest self-testimony, 


1) "Luth. Kirchenz." 26, 19. 
2) "Luth. Kirchenz." 26, 15. 
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of his "Petition to the Gentlemen of St. Louis," he says: "God's order of grace, 
therefore, leaves all sinners at liberty in two places, either to be made blessed by 
God, or not: in that no man is compelled to use the means of grace, or to obey the 
intervening grace absolutely." 1) 

Of synergists of the sixteenth century, old Balthasar says: "Nevertheless there 
were some who made their remonstrance against the fact that in the Concordia Book 
it was said that man behaves in conversion as a stone or block. They thought that 
this would introduce a violent and enthusiastic conversion after the manner of Klacii." 
2) Thus, just as the Anhaltian and Nuremberg synergists of the Concordia formula 
reproached without reason that a forced conversion would result from their doctrine, 
so Prof. Schmidt, with his synergism, thinks he must counter the assumption of a 
forced conversion, which is not at all found in the representatives of Sola Gratia, to 
whom he has declared war, but which, like them, he has constructed into our doctrine 
and that of the Concordia formula. 

With this, however, another long known trait of the synergists comes to light in 
Dr. Schmidt. When, at the Hertzberg Colloquium, the Anhaltians "imputed" to the 
Concordia Book that it taught "as if man were forcibly converted like a block," and 
Chemnitz demanded proof of this reproach, Amling replied, "the words were indeed 
not there; but they would have colligated it per consequentiam from the fact that implicite 
was the opinion in it." And this consequence-making those Philippists had in common 
with their representative Melanchthon, who had written in his later Loci, "Cum 
promissio sit universalis, nec sunt in Deo contrariae voluntates, necesse est, in nobis esse 
aliquam discriminis causam, cur Saul abjiciatur, David recipiatur. Id est necesse est, aliquam 


esse actionem dissimilem in his duobuss." This logical "necesse est" the Philippists had 
given to their 

Master unlearned. "Sequitur aliquod discrimen inter electos et rejectos, a voluntate nostra 
sumendum, videlicet repugnantes promissioni rejici e contra vero amplectentes promissionem 
recipi," says Melanchthon's pupil Pfeffinger,and Runge: "Positis causis sufficientibus in 
actu, necesse est sequi effectum. Sed positis in actu verbo Dei et Spiritu S. per verbum corda 
movente, trahente et volente, ut omnes ad poenitentiam redeant, non tamen sequitur conversio 
in omnibus, qui verbum Dei audiunt. Ergo verbum et Spiritus S. non sunt sufficientes causae 


conversionis. Nulla enim fit conversio, nisi volun-. 
1) "Theol. Zeitblatter" Year 12, p. 345. 
2) Balthasar, Historie des Torgischen Buchs, viertes Stick, pp. 6 f. 
3) Balthasar, I. c. S. 43. 
) 


4) At Schliisselburg, Catal. Haer. v, p. 180. 
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tas humana Deo obediat." 1) Exactly as Melanchthon and those Philippists argue, 
however, Dr. Schmidt. He writes: "They 2) therefore often do not know how to help 
themselves, but simply repeat that they cannot answer what is said. Thus, for 
example, when they are reproached for having admitted that grace is the same for 
all who are called, that there is only the same grace for all; if, therefore, it flows from 
the nature of grace that some are to be converted and saved without any 
consideration of their own conduct, grace, as a general grace revealed to all men, 
ought simply to do this for all and to convert and save all without consideration of 
any conduct. 3) And in the letter of July 3, '85, already referred to, we heard him 
say: "Now whether all stages enter or not, or how many enter, this does not depend 
solely on God's gracious will; for then all men would be blessed, because God wills 
(earnestly wills) that all men should be helped," etc. "Since the promise is general, 
and in God there are not wills opposed to each other, there must be in us a cause 
of difference," says Melanchthon; "so grace, as general, which is revealed to all 
men, ought yet simply to do this in all," if the different conduct of man were not the 
determining factor, argues Schmidt. "If the Word of God and the Holy Spirit, who 
through the Word moves and draws the hearts and wills that all turn to repentance, 
take effect, conversion still does not follow in all who hear God's Word. So the Word 
and the Holy Spirit are not sufficient causes of conversion; for conversion does not 
take place unless the human will obeys God," concludes Runge, and Schmidt 
likewise concludes: "Man's conversion and blessedness do not depend solely on 
God's gracious will; for if that were so, all men would be blessed, since God wants 
all men to be helped. One egg is like another. Dr. Schmidt's synergism, like that of 
his ancestors, is interspersed with rationalism; his running against the 8Sola Gratia 


is done for the love of Frau Hulda, the wise reason, and therefore it cannot fail that 
he appears as an opponent of those who say with the Concordia formula: "This 
explanation and main answer to the main question and statum controversiae set in the 
entrance of this article confirm and affirm the following reasons of the divine word, 
which, though they are contrary to hopeful reason and philosophy, yet we know that 
to this perverse world wisdom is only foolishness in the sight of God." 4) 


1) In Balthasar, |. c. VI, P. 30. 

2) The Norwegian Missourians are meant. 
3) "Luth. Kirchenz." Jahrg. 26, No. 15. 

4) F.C. Sol. Decl. Il, p. 589. 
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When and where Prof. Schmidt has opposed the Sola Gratia, we have said in 
the foregoing, in accordance with his request: when - from the beginning of the 
controversy until recent times; where - in his organ of controversy, "Altes und 
Neues," in the Columbus "Kirchenzeitung," in the "Theol. Zeitblattern. Since, 
however, Prof. S. accuses St. Louis of a "quite impudent, inexcusable, and even 
unworthy distortion of the point in dispute," because we say that "Ohio denies that a 
sinner is saved by grace alone," we add, since we are at it, a few more proofs to the 
evidence that Ohio is also at war against the Sola Gratia. 

Such proof is already found in the passages reproduced above from Prof. 
Schmidt's articles, which appeared in the Columbus “Kirchenzeitung" and were 
approved by the editors of that paper. The "church paper" presents itself in every 
number as the "organ" of the Ohio Synod. What the "church paper" teaches or 
approves or represents, that teaches, approves, represents as through its "organ" 
the Ohio Synod. And the "church paper" has not only in Prof. Schmidt's words, but 
in words of its own editorial board, and especially in words of Prof. Stellhorn, a public 
theological teacher of the Ohio Synod, opposed Sola Gratia. 

According to Lutheran doctrine, the conversion of a sinner is a miraculous work 
of God's power and grace. On the other hand, Prof. Stellhorn writes: "Surely it is no 
wonder that a man on whom the Holy Spirit does everything that is necessary for his 
real conversion, except that he does not force him to convert, that such a man is 
now also converted." 1) 

The Concordia Formula says, "Thus the apostle with special diligence 
distinguishes the work of God, who alone (qui solus) makes vessels of honor, and 
the work of the devil and of man, who makes himself . . . has made himself the 
vessel of dishonor." 2) 

Prof. Stellhorn, on the other hand, writes in the organ of the Ohio Synod: 

"Upon what, then, does the conversion and blessedness of man depend? 
Evidently not in all respects on God and his grace alone; for if it depended in all 
respects on God and his grace alone whether a man would be converted and 
blessed, then all men would be converted and blessed, since God's grace is there 
for all, and is sufficient for all. Then God's grace and power in the gospel should also 
work irresistibly; for this is an irresistible grace and power, which in no respect 
depends on anything else for its effects than on the will of him who has it and brings 
it into exercise, which prevails and attains its end quite apart from it, 


1) "Luth. Kirchenz." Vol. 26, No. 3. 
2) F.C. Sol. Decl. XI, p. 721. 
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what the man on whom it works does or does not do." 1) And further, "So Christ 
himself says that his gracious will to bring the Jews to faith in him, and thus to 
salvation, has been hindered and frustrated by their wilful opposition. From this it 
necessarily follows that this his gracious will is not irresistible, and that the 
conversion and blessedness of the Jews did not depend in every respect merely on 
his gracious will; for otherwise they would certainly have been converted and 
blessed, since he was so earnest about it that he wept over their wanton unbelief 
(Luk 19:41 f.). If the Jews had not opposed their willful unwillingness to the gracious 
will of Christ, they would have come to faith, conversion and salvation through His 
grace. Upon their conduct, therefore, against Christ and his grace, much, yea, rightly 
understood, all depended." 2) And again, "How he behaves himself in this, on this 
certainly depends something, rightly understood, everything: on this depends his 
conversion and blessedness." 3) And again, "He, therefore, who obstinately will not 
go this way, although he might go it in the power of grace working on him through 
the means of grace, is not converted and is cowardly; on this, therefore, whether he 
goes this way or not, all depends: on this depends his conversion and blessedness." 
4) And as Anno 1893, so already in 1885: "Since God has done all that is necessary 
for the conversion and blessedness of all men, in that he has caused his Son to 
purchase blessedness for all, even the greatest sinners, and has placed in his word 
the power and grace necessary for the conversion and blessedness of all men, even 
of the most depraved and wicked, it depends very much, nay, we may boldly say, 
everything depends on how man behaves toward this grace of God and the means 
of it: Whether he allows them to work on him, which he is able to do by the power 
inherent in them, or whether he nevertheless wilfully pushes them away from him." 
5) Item: "That since God, through his grace, has already done, and will do, all that is 
necessary for the conversion and salvation of every man, everything depends on 
man's behaving himself rightly toward this grace and its means, which he can do in 
virtue of this grace, and that in this respect salvation is not dependent on God alone, 
is taught in the Bible almost on every page. "What more should be done to my 
vineyard, that | have not done to it? Why then hath it brought forth seedlings, when 
| expected it to bring forth grapes?" complains the Lord Isa. 5:4. The Lord had done 
all that was necessary; the vineyard, or the people of Israel, should now also do what 
they could do in consequence: should behave themselves rightly toward the grace 
of God. If they had done that, then they would have been blessed here and there. 


1) "Lutheran Churches;." Year 34, No. 40. 
2) A.a.O. 3) A. a. O. 4) A. a. O. 
5) "Lutheran churches;." 26, No. 10. 
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and so he did not attain it. So his salvation depended in one respect upon his 
conduct. The apostle exhorts us, Phil. 2:12, to 'work out your salvation with fear and 
trembling.’ It cannot be more strongly expressed, that the salvation of man is not in 
every respect dependent on God alone; for literally it is even said, 'work out or bring 
about your salvation.” 1) And with vehemence, "We hold it to be unchristian and 
heathenish to say that the real attainment of the blessedness perfectly prepared and 
earnestly determined by God for all men is in no respect dependent on man's 
conduct towards the grace of God, but in every respect on God alone. A pastor who 
preaches and pastors according to such ungodly doctrine is a wolf and an apostle 
of the devil." And with the rationalistic-synergistic sequitur. ".But that many are called 
and few chosen, it is not this opinion, as if God would not make every man blessed; 
but the cause is, that they either do not hear God's word at all, but wantonly despise 
it, hardening their ears and their hearts, and so obstructing the proper way of the Holy 
Spirit, that he cannot have his work in them, or, having heard it, again take it to wind, 
and pay no heed, for which not God or his election, but their wickedness is to blame’ 
(Muller, p. 555.). So the cause that proportionately so few men are chosen, and are 
converted and saved, is that they wilfully and obstinately resist the converting grace 
and activity of the Holy Spirit, do not behave against the means of grace as they 
ought and could, and so make it impossible for the Holy Spirit to convert them and 
make them saved. Consequently, 3) the work of conversion and beatification does 
not proceed without all regard to the conduct of men." 4) 

There we have again the same opposition to Sola Gratia, the same synergism 
with the same accessories, as in Prof. Schmidt. In Stellhorn, too, we find the 
contradictory opposition to the thesis that man's blessedness depends solely on 
God, or that "God alone makes seats of honor"; for Prof. Stellhorn says that man's 
blessedness does not depend solely on God and his grace. According to Stellhorn, 
too, God has accomplished salvation on his part, and has put his power into the 
word, and thus done all that is necessary for all men to be converted and saved. But 
according to Stellhorn, this alone does not make a man truly and actually converted 
and blessed; otherwise conversion and blessedness would depend on God alone. 
Rather, something else must be added, and that on the part of man. 


1) "Luth. Kirchenz." 26, No. 10. 2) "Luth. Kirchenz.” 26, 10. 
3) Highlighted by us. 4) "Luth. Kirchenz.” 34, 40. 
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namely, his conduct toward grace and the means of grace. Now that the Lord has 
done all that was necessary, he who is to be converted ought to do what he can do 
in consequence; he ought to behave himself rightly toward the grace of God. God 
does what is necessary that man may accept grace, that is, that he may believe; but 
that man may really and actually accept grace, be really converted, really believe, 
depends on his own right conduct. This conduct of his is finally the decisive thing; 
"on it depends his conversion and blessedness"; on this conduct, which must be 
added on the part of man to what God has done and is doing, depends not only 
something, 1) but "much," yes, "everything." And this, according to Stellhorn, must 
be so, because otherwise God's grace "must" work irresistibly, because otherwise 
"all men would be converted and blessed," or because Prof. Stellhorn fénst cannot 
comprehend what God has not made comprehensible to him and to us. So also Prof. 
St. concludes, from the fact that the hardened Jews were damned by their conduct, 
freshly, that the conversion and blessedness of the Jews did not depend in every 
respect merely on God's gracious will. He likewise cites the Concordia formula, 
where it speaks of the despisers of God and His grace and means of grace being 
lost through their own fault (Miller, p. 555.), and then concludes, quite synergistically 
amused, that "consequently" the work of conversion and beatification does not 
proceed without all regard to the conduct of men. And like Schmidt cites Walther's 
confirmation speech directed to believing sheep of Jesus, Stellhorn cites Paul's 
words directed to the Christians at Philippi, in order to prove exactly what he seeks 
to prove just before with Isa. 5, 4, where he still accomplishes the feat of concluding 
from the fact that Israel did not attain blessedness due to its evil conduct, that 
"therefore" its blessedness, the blessedness of Israel, which remained blessed, 
"nevertheless depended in one respect on its conduct. Such mad mischief is played 
on him by his reason, since it wants to be wise, or by the devil, who is grinning behind 
where the Sola Gratia is fought. 

That Prof. Stellhorn, like Dr. Schmidt, has practiced the latter for years, and 
that the Ohio Synod, too, is to be held responsible for such his doings, it will not be 
necessary for this time to state and prove further. Whoever says that man's 
conversion and salvation do not depend solely on God and his grace; whoever says 
that man can accept grace, God works, but that he really accepts, really believes, 
depends on his conduct; whoever says, in this or any other sense, that man's 
conduct in works is dependent on God's grace, or on God's grace. 


1) even that would be wrong. 
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of his conversion and beatification depends, in a certain sense, much, indeed 
everything, on his actual or factual conversion; he who somehow puts the conduct of 
those who are converted and the conduct of those who are not converted on the same 
line; he who, from the fact that their damnation depends on the conduct of those who 
are lost, draws the conclusion that the conversion and beatitude of those who are 
converted and become blessed depend not only on God, but also on their right 
conduct; whoever transfers to unconverted men what God's grace has wrought in 
those who are already converted; whoever makes a man's conversion and 
blessedness somehow dependent on something which must be added on the part of 
man to what God has done and is doing, may he call it a conduct or a doing or both - 
whoever does all this, as Dr. Schmidt and Professor Stellhorn do, is a strong, full- 


grown synergist, and in this piece a rationalist to boot, and strikes the Sola Gratia in 
the face with both fists. A. G. 


(Conclusion follows.) 


From the Ohio Synod. 


In the "Kirchenzeitung" of Columbus, a long article appeared under the 
heading: "What has man to do with his conversion and salvation? In this article the 
grace of God is first praised in such a way that one would think that an unapologetic 
retraction of the doctrine that conversion also comes about through the good conduct 
of man must now follow. But far from it! To the question put by the writer (Prof. 
Stellhorn) himself, "On what, then, does the conversion and blessedness of man 
depend?" comes the answer, "Evidently not in every respect on God and his grace 
alone; for if it depended in every respect on God and his grace alone whether a man 
were converted and blessed, then all men would be converted and blessed.” And 
again, "The conversion and blessedness of the Jews did not depend in all respects 
merely on his (God's) gracious will." And again, "How he (man) conducts himself 
therein (in the work of conversion) certainly depends, rightly understood, all upon this: 
on this depends his conversion and blessedness." How does the writer arrive at this 
result? Well, by "the godly use of sound reason" (Stellhorn's expression). After "sound 
reason" he allows himself the familiar synergistic conclusion: because grace can be 
resisted, or-which is the same thing-because in man lies the ground of non- 
conversion, so also the coming to pass of conversion must depend on man. Now he 
heaps the citations for this 
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- which is not at all in dispute - that conversion can be prevented by man, and then 
always draws the conclusion from his "enlightened reason": According to this, 
conversion also depends on the good conduct of man. In another line of thought, 
Prof. Stellhorn at first speaks as if by the good conduct of man he meant only this, 
that man is converted only by the use of the means of grace. But here, too, the 
conclusion immediately sets in again: because the grace working in the means of 
grace can be resisted, every actual conversion depends not only on grace, but also 
on the good conduct of man. According to the Ohio doctrine, grace working in the 
means of grace is ineffective for conversion. According to this doctrine, it is not grace 
working in the means of grace that brings about conversion, because, Ohio argues, 
otherwise all hearers of the Word would be converted, but man's good conduct must 
be added to grace if conversion is to come about. Quite correctly Ohio says that no 
other grace than that which is operative in the means of grace is necessary to 
conversion. It is, of course, one and the same grace by which the blessed are 
converted and against which the lost are hardened. Ohio rightly rejects an addition 
of grace to the grace at work in the gospel. But yet it cannot do without a subsidy on 
its part. It has so diluted the grace working in the means of grace that it alone cannot 
bring about conversion. It needs a human contribution. And this it seeks and finds 
in the good conduct of the convert. On an addition, even if it should amount to but 
one-tenth of the whole required, much, nay, rightly understood, all depends. That is 
why Prof. Stellhorn says of the good conduct of man that much, indeed, everything, 
properly understood, depends on it, as far as the accomplishment of conversion is 
concerned. 

A writer in the "Lutheran Standard" of 16 December B.C. reproaches the 
Missourians for teaching conversion by God's omnipotence, and for citing the raising 
of a bodily dead person (the raising of Lazarus) as a parallel to conversion! One 
would hardly believe that after a long trial on the doctrine of conversion, there are 
still pastors who ignore the simplest scriptural and confessional statements on this 
point. The apostle Paul says in Eph. 1:19, 20: "Which we believe according to the 
working of his mighty power, which he wrought in Christ, when he raised him from 
the dead." Thus in one saying of Scripture both statements are found united, namely, 
that God converts by means of fine omnipotence, as well as that this is the same 
power which is used in the raising from bodily death. 
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Thus the Lutheran confession parallels conversion with the bodily resurrection of the 
dead. It says: "The conversion of our depraved will, which is nothing else but a revival 
of it from spiritual death, is unitedly and solely the work of God, just as the raising of 
the dead in bodily resurrection is to be ascribed to God alone. (M. p. 609.) According 
to Scripture and confession, conversion is an effect of both the grace and 
omnipotence of God. The power of God, which is used in conversion, is no less 
omnipotent than the omnipotence of God in general. Even in conversion it must make 
something out of nothing, since before conversion there is nothing of spiritual life in 
man. But the difference is to be noted, that in conversion the divine omnipotence is 
active through the means of grace, while in the bodily raising of the dead it takes 
effect outside the means of grace or "absolutely." This then is the reason why every 
man can hinder his conversion, while the omnipotence is irresistible, for example, on 
the last day, when Christ calls the dead out of the grave. It is a characteristic of the 
power of God working in the means of grace that, although it is infinite, it can still be 
resisted. But let not this circumstance lead one to suppose that the power of God 
employed in conversion is only half divine or only three-quarters omnipotent. No, he 
who believes believes according to God's mighty power, which he wrought when he 
raised Christ from the dead. Here also two extremes are to be avoided. He who will 
not let the effect of God in conversion be omnipotent is a Pelagian and a Synergist. 
He who calls it irresistible is Calvinist. -Further, the writer in the "Standard" should not 
repeat the assertion that the difference in the doctrine of conversion and election of 
grace, so far as the doctrinal position of the Synods before the outbreak of the 
controversy is compared with each other, brought about the breach between 
Missouri and Ohio. There is something asserted there which is not true. Prof. Loy, 
just before the outbreak of the controversy, rejected the Intuitu Fidei now officially 
adopted by Ohio, and the Northern District of the Ohio Synod, in 1875, declared itself 
on the question why one man should be converted and blessed before another, just 
as we Missourians talk today. There is as yet no "human conduct" in view, on which 
conversion and blessedness should in some measure also depend. Before the 
election of grace controversy, the situation in the Missouri Synod was something like 
this: in theological instruction and occasionally also in conferences and synodal 
meetings it was declared that in the Intuitu Fidei the doctrine according to Scripture 
and confession was not expressed. But those who still used this formula were not 
accused of heresy. There was no reason to suppose that synergism was concealed 
behind the expression. Similarly 
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it in the Ohio Synod. Prof. Loy condemned the Intuitu Fidei for his person, as is 
evident from his well-known report. But in the Ohio Synod, just as in the Missouri 
Synod, they did not consider themselves obliged to warn, for example, against the 
books in which the Intuitu Fidei appeared. It must, therefore, be the "other matters" to 


which the writer in the "Standard" alludes, which originally lay at the bottom of Ohio's 
attack on Missouri. But in order to gain a factual basis for such an attack, Ohio 
procured synergism and, in order to promote it among Lutherans, hung the mantle 
of Intuitu Fidei around it. "In respect of faith" was as much as "in respect of human 
conduct." The public controversy, therefore, from the first, was not a controversy 
about words, but a controversy about the fundamental article of Christian doctrine. 
Ohio teaches: divine grace plus human conduct makes blessed. The Synodal 
Conference teaches according to Scripture and the Lutheran Confession: The grace 
of God alone makes blessed. 

And now Prof. Stellhorn also appeals to Chemnitz for Ohioan synergism. 
Chemnitz is said to have taught a participation of man not merely after conversion, 
but also in conversion and for conversion. Prof. Stellhorn, in the latest issue of the 
"Zeitblatter," writes, among other things: "Chemnitz does not shrink from speaking, 
even before the completed conversion or gift of a new heart, which does not take 
place until the third stage, of a synergy of the will liberated in the beginning by the 
antecedent grace, just as Philippi does-a mode of expression which does not suit 
us, because too much can be found in it." Prof. Stellhorn, in support of his assertion 
that Chemnitz assumes a participation, etc., even before conversion, relies chiefly 
on the well-known passage from Chemnitz’ loci, where Chemnitz remarks, against 
the enthusiastic abuse of the right doctrine of conversion, that the exact moment 
when the "liberated will" begins to operate is beyond perception. In this connection 
Chemnitz then states that the struggle between flesh and spirit begins when man is 
given "the first beginnings of faith and conversion" through antecedent grace; that 
the gifts of God do not grow in us as in the lilies, but under striving, struggling, 
praying, etc.; that the human will, after experienced movement through antecedent, 
preparatory, and operative grace, does not behave purely passively, but becomes a 
co-worker with God. Baier also adduces this passage from Chemnitz to cover his 
deviation from the doctrine of the Concordia formula. Baier teaches that man is 


passive at the beginning of conversion, but active as it progresses (in progressu 
conversionis). Blessed Dr. Walther used to excuse this to Baier in the dogmatic 


lectures (So 21 years ago) by saying that Baier was Musaeus' son-in-law. But this 
only in passing. In any case, there is here an eclatant misuse of the words 
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Chemnitz before. We note here for the time being only this much: To whom "the first 
beginnings of faith and conversion" are given, he is - according to Chemnitz - already 
spiritually alive or converted, the word conversion taken in the proper and narrower 
sense. Just as the Formula of Concord calls those "devout Christians" who "feel and 
sense a little spark and longing for God's grace and eternal blessedness in their 
hearts" (M. p. 591), and as the same Confession lets conversion be effected by "a 
little spark of faith being kindled in him (man)" (M. p. 601). Chemnitz also makes it 
as plain as possible in the passage cited by Prof. Stellhorn that he is speaking of a 
spiritually living, believing, converted man. But Prof. Stellhorn breaks off the 
quotation three times where Chemnitz gives this explanation. After Chemnitz’ words 
that after the first beginnings of faith immediately the battle of the flesh and spirit 
begins, Prof. Stellhorn omits the following words: "For differently did the Holy Spirit 
fight in Moses, when Moses was still alive against the flesh of the same, than as 
Michael fights with the devil and the dead corpse of Moses." Chemnitz, then, in the 
struggle of the flesh and the Spirit, thinks of a spiritually living, believing man; further: 
according to Chemnitz's words, that the gifts of God do not grow in us as in the lilies, 
but under striving, struggling, etc., Prof. Stellhorn omits the words, "Luc. 19, 13. saith 
he (the HErr), handing over the pounds to the servants: Act till | come again; not 
saith he: hide them in the earth, Match. 25. 26. And Paul needs a very significant 
word 2 Tim. 1:6.: | remind thee, that thou stir up the gift of God which is in thee." 
Again, loud words, from which it is evident that Chemnitz is speaking of converts or 
Christians! Finally, after Chemnitz' words that the human will, after it has been set in 
motion by the anticipating, preparing, and working grace, does not merely suffer, but 
consents and cooperates, Prof. Stellhorn omits the words which Chemnitz uses to 
describe the conversion of Christians. Stellhorn omits the words which Chemnitz 
quotes for explanation: "God works in us, so that what he wants, we also want and 
work, and he does not let that be idle in us which he has given us to exercise, not to 
leave lying around, so that we too are co-workers of God's grace, and when we see 
something in us become slack as a result of our laxity, we anxiously run back to him 
who heals all our laxity and has commanded us to pray: Lead us not into temptation.” 
Again, loud words, from which it is evident that Chemnitz is speaking of converts, 
not of unconverts. That Prof. Stellhorn breaks off three times just where his view of 
this passage from Chemnitz is revealed as a distortion of it, looks quite peculiar. 
F. P. 
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Modern Subordinatianism in the Light of Scripture. 


(Continued.) 

Closely related to the name "Son of God" is another twofold designation of the 
divine nature and nature of Christ, namely, the expressions "Word of God" and 
"image of God." 

From ancient times the Subordinatians have exploited the expression "Word of 
God" for their theory. The ancient Arians and Semiarians were fond of calling the 
Christ of their own thought the Logos. Kahnis remarks that the name of Christ "the 
Word" proves that Christ is God in the second sense of the word. Martensen 
understands by the Logos "the heavenly universe" or "the heavenly world," and thus 
places the Logos in the same relation to God in which "the world" stands to God. 

If we examine the scriptural testimony of the Logos without bias, and reject all 
erroneous inferences from the human Word to the divine Word, we will recognize 
that the term "Logos" does not imply any subordination of the Son to the Father. 

It is evident, first of all, that "the Word," of which St. John says in the entrance 
to his Gospel, is not to be conceived as "the Word spoken into the world," not as "the 
self-revelation of God," that this expression does not refer to God's relation to the 
world, as most recent theologians suppose, but that it is to be understood by "the 
Word" that God speaks.elt spoken into it," not as "the self-revelation of God," that 
this expression does not refer to God's relation to the world, as most recent 
theologians suppose, but that it is as our ancients maintain, Dicitur x Adyos yat eco, 


quia é7 to’ vod mpondAe per aeternam a Patre generationem. (Gerhard.) The Word came 
forth from within, from the essence of God, and this coming forth of the Word from 
God is the same as the birth of the Son from the Father. For the three statements 
about the Logos, Jn. 1:1, in which it is evidently emphasized what is peculiar to this 
very subject, what belongs to the Logos as such, describe the eternal inner divine 
nature and life of Christ, as well as the relationship of Christ to the Father. 

What the term "logos" entails is best illustrated by Luther's classic interpretation 
of the prologue to the Gospel of John, which is also cited in more recent dogmatics, 
though it is only cited and not properly utilized. Luther writes: 

"Further, we know that in God there is a word, not like unto my word, nor like 
unto thy word. For we also have a word, especially the word of the heart, as the holy 
fathers call it; for if a man consider anything in himself, and diligently search it out, 
he hath a word or conversation with himself, of which no man knoweth but he alone, 
until that same word of the heart be put into an oral word or speech, that the man 
speak out what he hath thought in his heart, and hath discoursed thereunto with 
himself a long time: then it shall be known from his own heart. 
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St. Paul, in the first chapter of Corinthians, says: 'No man knoweth what is in man 
without the spirit of man that is in him. Il. says, -No man knoweth what is in man, 
without the spirit of man which is in him.' Now as a man hath a word, conversation, 
or thought with himself, he talketh with himself without ceasing; he is full of words 
and counsels what he shall do, or what he shall not do; without ceasing he talketh 
and disputeth with himself of it; and especially when any thing is the matter with him, 
that he be angry or glad, the heart is full of wrath and full of gladness, that it goeth 
forth with the mouth unawares. For a word is not only that which the mouth speaks, 
but much more the thought in the heart, without which the outward word is not 
spoken; or if it is spoken, it is not valid, for if the mouth and the heart are right 
together, then the outward word is of some value, otherwise it is of no value: so God 
also in his majesty and divine nature has for ever a word, speech, conversation, or 
thought in his divine heart with himself, unknown to all angels and men. That is, his 
word, which has been in his fatherly heart from eternity, by which God determined 
to create the heavens and the earth. But of such a will of God no man hath ever 
known, until that same Word be made flesh, and declare unto us as follows: "The 
Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, hath revealed it unto us. 

But as far as a poor wretched man, who is earth and dust, is under God, and 
God is immeasurably higher than he, as a Lord and Creator of all creatures, so far 
does the likeness of the word of a mortal man rhyme with the word of the eternal, 
almighty God. There is a great difference between the thoughts, disputations, and 
words of the human heart and of God. For God is not created or made as we men 
are made, but is from eternity. No one has given him his word, speech, conversation, 
etc. What he is, that is from himself from eternity. But what we are, that we have 
from him, and not from us; but he, God, has all things from himself. 

Therefore this likeness, taken from our word, is very dark and obscure; but 
nevertheless our word, though it is not to be compared with that word, gives a little 
account, yea, cause to consider the matter, and the more easily to apprehend, even 
to hold the thoughts and speculation of the human heart against this divine 
conversation and word, and to learn how the Son of God is a word. For as | speak 
or hold a word with myself, which no man heareth, no man knoweth of it but | alone, 
and determine in my heart what | will do, and that same secret, inward word of the 
heart is yet such a strong, mighty conversation, as | go about and fight with myself, 
that if | spake it out as | think it, many thousands of men would have enough to hear 
of it. Yes, such a word fills all ears and houses, one 
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Nor can it express everything that a man thinks in his mind and intends in his heart, 
especially when the heart is inflamed with love or anger, joy or sorrow. If it is true 
love, the heart of the same man is so full of thoughts of love that he sees nothing 
else, hears nothing else, feels nothing else, indeed, often does not know where he 
is, and that one cannot mean him at all. For he is so ardent in love, and his heart is 
so thoroughly taken up with vain love, that one could not bring a hair's breadth or a 
needle's point into it; yea, as great and wide is the heart, so great and wide are the 
thoughts of love. So, if it is true anger, it takes such a hold of the heart that it is so 
full of thoughts of anger that the man does not feel himself, and struggles and talks 
with himself, that one who sees him, and does not know what is his business, thinks 
that he is not with himself, and therefore says to him earnestly, "How then art thou? 
What is the matter with thee? 

According to this image, God also in his majesty, in his nature, goes pregnant 
with a word or conversation, which God in a fine divine nature has with himself, and 
is fine in the thoughts of his heart. The same is as full and great and perfect as God 
himself. No one sees, hears, or understands this conversation but he alone. He has 
an invisible and incomprehensible conversation. The word was before all angels and 
before all creatures, for by this conversation and word he gave substance to all 
creatures. In the conversation, word, or thought, God is altogether fervent, that he 
remembereth nothing else before it." St. Louis ed. VII, 1543-45. 

The fact that Christ is called "the Word" is a similitude taken from the human 
word. But we must not overlook the disparity in such a similitude. Luther reminds us 
of the great difference between the word of a mortal man and the word of the eternal, 
almighty God. The main difference is that a man's word is something material, a 
product and structure of the human mind and therefore subservient and subordinate 
to the human will, whereas God's word is a divine person. Christ is the personal 
word. In his prologue, John wants to characterize this very person, Jesus Christ, in 
more detail. This Jesus Christ is the Logos who appeared in the flesh in the fullness 
of time. All the newer theologians, who still somehow confess the divinity of Christ, 
admit that the Logos is a divine person, while the Arian theologians recognize in him 
only a divine potency. 

If we hold fast this difference between the human Word and the divine Word, 
and see in the Logos not a mere divine potency, but a divine Person, then every 
thought of an inequality between Father and Son vanishes, as if the Son of God were 
somehow inferior to the Father. Luther determines in the similitude 
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Luther is quite right to say of the word the tertium comparationis, that, as a man has a 
word, conversation, or thought with himself, so also God in his majesty, in his nature, 
goes pregnant with a word or conversation, which is the thought of his heart, 
unknown to all angels and men. And with full justification Luther lays stress on the 
fact that in such a word, conversation, and thought God is "altogether fervent, that 
he thinks of nothing else before it." A man puts his heart and mind, puts, as it were, 
his whole heart, his whole person, into the word, only that he cannot give personal 
life to that very word. Especially when a man is moved by thoughts of love or anger, 
of joy or sorrow, his whole heart is taken up with these thoughts, "that otherwise he 
sees, hears, feels, yea, often knows not where he is." So God puts himself, his whole 
being, really and actually, into the word, the personal word, communicates to it his 
nature, his whole life and being. And thus God is, as it were, wholly taken up with 
the Word, and the Word is "as full and great and perfect as God himself." Among the 
attributes of the divine nature and majesty, by which God is distinguished from 
created men, is this also, as Luther points out in the above: "What God is, that He is 
of Himself from eternity." This, then, is also true of the Word, from which no predicate 
of deity is derived, which is just as great and perfect as God Himself. 

What lies in the term "Logos" is now also expressly ascribed to the Logos in 
the three statements of John 1, I. "In the beginning was the Word." The Word was 
already, since heaven and earth became, was before the world, before the time of 
the world. The Word is eternal, and therefore coeternal with the Father, sintemal 
there is no prius and posterius in eternity. "And the Word was with God." This is the 
adequate expression for the relation of the Word to the Father, and this is hereafter 
a coordinate relation. The Word is not under God, but with God. The Word is an 
independent eternal Person, and stands equal to the Father. "And God was the 
Word." It is folly to recall here that Christ is called God in the predicate, but not in the 
subject, that he is xxxx but not called 0 “edc, and thus to prove that the Word is not 


yet God in the same degree as he to whom the title 6 “edc is attached. It is here to be 
predicated of the eternal Word, which is with God, what it is, which is its kind and 
nature. There only the expression sd¢ was in place. It would, indeed, be confusing 


the sense, if the word were here called 6 “sdc, since Joh. 1, 1. 0 “ed¢ is distinguishing 
designation of the first person of the Godhead. The Word is God of kind and nature. 
And since there is only one, single, undivided divine Being, the Word is God in the 
same sense, measure, and extent, as God the Father. 
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It corresponds, of course, to the nature of the Word, in which God- gave 
expression to Himself, to His own being, that God now also reveals Himself 
outwardly through the Word, that God made all things through the eternal Word, as 
John the Evangelist hereafter states. But also in the following statements, in which 
the creation of the world and life is ascribed to the Word, "In him was life," as well 
as in the designation of the Word as "the Word of life," 1 John 1:1, the Word is 
characterized as the one, true, living God, who originally has life in himself and 
therefore communicates life to others. This Logos, who is in nothing less than the 
Father, is the light, the salvation of men. Through him grace and truth came to be. 
Poor sinners can and should take comfort in the grace of Jesus Christ, for it is the 
salvation of God. In the Logos is salvation, because the Logos is truly God, and the 
salvation of men stands with God alone. 

A similar simile, as that of the word, is that of the glory and the image. Christ 

is called Col. 1, 15 "the image (styao) of the invisible God," Heb. 1, 3. "the brightness 
of his glory, and the likeness of his being," ata*yonpu. ty dd¢y¢ xat yapaytnp tS 
dmootaoEwS avTO'. 
The Subordinatians derive much capital for their cause from the speech of the 
archetype and the likeness, and they turn it to conceive of and represent the 
archetype as the original |, the original personality, and the Deity of the Son as a 
derivative and dependent Deity. 

The correct understanding of the scriptural expressions cited is given here, 
too, in Luther's own words. In his church postilion, St. Louis edition XII, 158-161, he 
lets himself be heard thus: 

"Here he expresses, as much as it is possible, with some parables, how Christ 
is another person than the Father, and yet a distinct, true, natural God. But the 
German and Latin words do not sufficiently attain the Greek words of the apostle. 
He calls him such a brightness, which proceedeth from the brightness of the Father, 
as the rising of the dawn of the sun, which hath the whole sun with it, and by it; and 
not a part of the brightness, but the whole brightness of the whole sun, shining from 
the sun, and abiding in the sun. So that in one word the birth, the unity of nature, the 
distinction of persons, might be understood; for Christ is born of the Father without 
ceasing for ever, going forth always, as the sun in the morning, and not at noon or 
evening. And is not the Father after the person; as the brightness is not the sun: and 
yet is with the Father, and in the Father, neither before nor after; but is eternally with 
him, and in him; as the brightness is both with, and in, and of the sun. 

Even so he calls the clarity of the Father doxa, that is properly honor or glory, 
because that the divine nature is vain glory and 
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Glory is, as having all things of himself, having nothing of any, being able to boast 
and glory in himself. Now he saith, Christ is a full appearance, a full glory of his 
honours; that is, that he also hath in himself the whole Godhead, and may boast 
and glory in all things that the Father hath; without that he hath of the Father, and 
the Father hath not of him such things. He is the outgoing glory of the Father's glory, 
that is, he is God incarnate, and not God incarnate, yet full and entire God, like and 
as the Father. 

Behold, the Scripture speaketh not of the saints, which are the glory of God, 
that is, made and created unto the glory of God. But here, when he saith that Christ 
is a semblance of the fatherly glory, the words compel; that the fatherly glory is in 
the same brightness, else it was not called the brightness of his glory. And what 
shall | say? These words are more to be understood with the heart than expressed 
with tongues or feathers. They are in themselves clearer than all glosses, and the 
more they are glossed, the darker they become. This is the sum of it: In Christ is the 
whole Godhead, and all glory is due to him as to one God; yet that he has it not from 
himself, but from the Father. This is to say, two persons, one God. For in this place 
he does not speak of the Holy Spirit, which is easily believed when a man is brought 
so far as to believe that two persons are one God. 

The other likeness, that he calls him an image or sign of his nature. | must take 
leave to speak plainly. When an image is made in the likeness of a man, that same 
image is not an image of the essence or nature of man; for it is not a man, but stone 
or wood, and is an image of the essence of stone or wood, made in the likeness of 
man. But if | could take the essence of man, as the potter takes the clay, and make 
of it an image that would at the same time be the image of man, and also fully 
comprehend human essence or nature in itself, behold, that would be an essential 
image or likeness of the human essence. Such an image is not in any creature, for 
all images that are made are of a different nature and essence from that of which 
they are the image. But here the Son is such an image of the Father's being that the 
Father's being is the image itself; and if it were proper to say so, the image is made 
of the Father's being, so that it is not only like and similar to the Father, but also fully 
comprehends his whole being and nature. As also of the splendor of the glory, it is 
to be said that the splendor is made of the glory, and is not only like it, but has wholly 
and naturally in itself that solendor and glory are one thing. 

Now behold, as | say of the image of a man, it is an image of wood, or of stone; 
so | say, Christ is an image of God: that as true as that image is wood, so true is 
this image of God. Therefore call him 
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St. Paul an image of the living and invisible God. Now in the wooden image this 
perfection is lacking. For though it be a wooden image, yet is it not the image of 
wood, but of man; neither doth it show wood, but man. Again, though a man be 
formed in wood, yet is he not wood, and his essence is something else than the 
essence in which his image is; and in all creatures is the image of another essence 
than that of which it is the image, and there is no image of the essence to be found. 
But here the image and the one whose image it is are of one essence, and the Father 
is not an image, for he is not formed of the Son or after the Son, but the Son is 
formed of the Father and after the Father, in a simple, natural, divine essence. 
Such perfection is also lacking in the sun and its brilliance. For the sun has a 
clarity of its own for itself, and the radiance also for itself, although the radiance has 
its own from the sun. But here the brilliance is so of the clarity that from the clarity, | 
say, the brilliance is made or genatured, and the clarity is essentially the brilliance 
itself, without the brilliance being genatured not of itself but of the fatherly clarity. 
Now behold, nor are the words in themselves clearer than this interpretation. 
It is clear enough that he says: 'An image of his being,' 'a semblance of his glory,’ if 
the mouth be silent hereafter, and the heart think upon it; and the Hebrew way of 
speaking is thus: pauperes sanctorum, i. pauperes sancti; virtus Dei, i. virtus Deus; sic, 
character substantiae, i. character substantia, subsistens et ipsemet Deus; sic, splendor 


gloriae, i. splendor gloria ipsa; as the Latins may well fast this, but let it be enough for 
the Germans and simple-minded, that as they call an image of gold, because it is 
made of gold, so let them also call Christ an image of God the Father, because he 
is wholly made of God and out of God, and apart from him is no God; without having 
such deity and image of the Father, as the first person, and both being One God. 
And this is lacking in the creature; for the graven image shows not his gold nature, 
but an alien nature of man. Therefore, though it be a graven image, yet is it not an 
image of gold's own nature. For gold would have to be shown by some other image 
than a gold scar, or else by something that is not gold. But here the image is also 
the essence itself, of which it is the image, and must have no other image than its 
own. Here faith is necessary, and not much sharp speculation; the words are clear, 
certain, and strong enough. To whom these words do not tell the deity of Christ, no 


one will. Neither doth he call him a vile, common image, but a character, that is, his 
own image, which is not like any other, as the graven images are. Neither therefore 
is he a vile image, but an apau- 
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gasma, an actual semblance that no one else is even, because of the clarity from 
which it emanates." 

Luther also here sharply and precisely characterizes the point of comparison. 
When we look up to heaven and look into the sun, we see the radiance of the sun, 
and in and with the radiance the full light of the sun falls into our eyes. Thus Christ 
is the brightness of the Father's light. All the clarity, honor, glory, majesty of the 
Father shines in and from the Son. "The Fatherly glory is in the same effulgence." A 
painter who portrays a human person endeavors to reproduce accurately all the 
individual features of that person, even the finest. When we look at the picture of a 
human being, when we look at a coin with the image of the sovereign embossed on 
it, we get an idea of how it looks and how it is designed. In a successful image and 
imprint, the person in question appears before our eyes as he lives and breathes. 
Thus Christ is God's image and likeness. The divine essence itself is impressed 
upon him (yapayt-tpy) All the individual features, that is, attributes of God, none 
excepted, are found ip this divine likeness. In other words, Christ has, as Luther 
points out, "the whole Godhead in Himself," is "full and entire God, like the Father," 
so that "apart from Him there is no God." What the Son of God is and has, He has 
from the Father, He proceeds from the Father, is the radiance that radiates from the 
Father. Nevertheless, He lacks nothing, not even the least thing, of the divine honor 
and glory. Like the Father, "he may boast and glory of himself," does not boast of 
another. It is true that there would be an inequality between the Son and the Father 
if what is true of the glory and image of a man were to be applied in all and every 
respect to the mystery of the Holy Trinity. But this is the dissimile in the simile, that 
while the radiance of the sun is not the body of light itself, but only a reflection of 
light, while the image of a man is only a painted image or made of wood or stone 
and not flesh and blood, the radiance of the heavenly Father, the image of the 
invisible God, comprehends in itself the nature and essence of God, is itself truly 
God. Even if one does not take t*¢ vzootdasme¢ ant’) Heb. 1, 3. with Luther as the 
genitive of the apposition, rather as the genitive of the subject, the "image" or 
"embossment of fine being" still gives itself as "an essential image," as "a divine 
image," which is "genatured out of God." For it is beyond doubt that the Christ of 
whom Scripture speaks is an independent living Person, and with the titles "splendor 
of God," "image of God," it is now emphasized that this very Person shows all the 
traits of the Godhead, all the characteristic features and attributes of God in Himself, 
thus embracing in Himself the full nature, the whole essence of God, and thus, like 
the Father, is essential, true God, and "all that the Father may boast and glorify. 
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We also point out that Christ, who is called "the image of the invisible God," is 
further said to be the creator of all things through Him and to Him, that He is before 
all, and that all things consist in Him. Col. 1:16, 17. Christ, the image of the Father, 
is, like the Father, the Creator and Sustainer of all things. And in this Christ we have 
"redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins." Col. 1:14. God Himself, 
the whole, full Godhead, God's blood is in the wag. Thus the consolation of 
redemption, the forgiveness of sins, rests on unshakable ground. _G. St. 

(To be continued.) 
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]. America. 


General Synod. In 1831, !)r. John G. Morris, in the first number of the "Lutheran Observer," 


announced the doctrinal position of the General Synod in the following words: "To those who do 
not know us, we would merely say that we hold the great doctrines of the Reformation, and that 
it will be our duty to advocate the same as they are substantially set forth in the Augsburg 
Confession; but the Holy Scriptures will be the only guide of our conscience. Although the paper 
- ‘Lutheran Observer" - bears the special name of our church, we do not wish it to be regarded 


as an exclusively partisan publication. Our desire is to fellowship with all who sincerely love 
the Lord Jesus; and though the affairs of our own church will occupy the greater part of our 
paper, yet this will not be because we believe that we are the temple of the Lord above all others." 
- Butler is quite delighted with this statement. He quotes it in the Observer of December 22, 
1893, and writes: "May | be permitted to offer my congratulations to my venerable and respected 
brother, Dr. Morris, who has just passed his ninetieth milestone on his way to the ‘eternal city,’ 
on this clear and vigorous description of the Lutheranism of the General Synod." Though written 
in 1831, the same could not be improved now in 1893 even by his - Morris - dexterous and able 
pen. Sixty years and more have not changed this great, scriptural, evangelical, Lutheran, 
Catholic, and fraternal foundation of our General Synod. My own conviction has not merely 
remained unchanged, but is deepening, that all those who sincerely love the Lord JEsum can 
stand shoulder to shoulder with us on this ‘platform’ as Dr. Morris defined it more than sixty 
years ago. Because of his catholicity he was none the less loyally Lutheran (he was none the 


less loyally Lutheran because of his catholicity), for the ‘Lutheran Observer' represented then, 
as now, and now as then, the great doctrines of the Reformation, as substantially set forth in the 
Augsburg Confession." - The less the "Observer" represents of true Lutherthood, the fuller he 
takes his mouth. It goes to him 
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like the empty barrels: they sound loudest. Loyally Lutheran, loyally Lutheran, the General 
Synod would be only if it declared with our Fathers in the Concordia Formula that it would not 


depart from the Augustana either in rebus or in phrasibus. F.B. 


Representatives of the General Synod and the General Council met in Philadelphia on 
January 18 to discuss the possibility of joint church work. The proposals of the representative 
of the General Synod (Dr. Hamma) were to join hands over doctrinal differences for joint work 
in internal and external missions. The representatives of the Council, in whose name Dr. Jacobs 
spoke, were unwilling to go into these proposals, but thought it impossible to dispense altogether 
with the discussion of the doctrinal position of the two bodies in the negotiations on joint church 
work. Under these circumstances they confined themselves to a few recommendations: 1. The 
establishment of counter-churches should be avoided as far as possible. 2. the missionaries in 
India should work together and help each other as far as their loyalty to the confessional position 
of the two bodies allows them to do so; 3. all unnecessary bitterness should be avoided in the 


necessary doctrinal struggles. But it was also remembered, "the good soldier of Jesus Christ 
in both bodies must become accustomed to many blows, or retire from the field." Finally, it 
was decided that nothing in these negotiations should be construed as involving a compromise 


or surrender of the doctrinal position of the bodies represented. 
F. P. 

Canada Synod and false teaching of the Antichrist. The Canada Synod Church Bulletin of 
January 4, 1894, states, "Who is the Antichrist? One [who ?]has given very different answer to 
this. Some, especially some [!] older teachers of the Lutheran Church, have believed that in the 
pope of the Roman Church one has the revelation of the personal finite Antichrist. That this is 
inaccurate is now generally acknowledged by the Protestant theologians of our time. It was quite 
natural, by the way, -that some of the Lutheran teachers were inclined to regard him as the 
Antichrist, because of the position which the Pabst occupied toward the Reformation; it is also 
true inasmuch as the Pabst must be regarded as one of the prominent Antichrists." - As to how 
it will be with the Antichrist, the paper goes on to write: "Throughout the past centuries since the 
beginning of the ‘last hour,’ Satan has gathered more and more the ‘powers of sin,' 'the powerful 
errors,’ the 'numerous lying spirits,' so that they may unite in a distinct personality in which the 
idolatry of a human spirit and the dominion of the flesh have reached their climax. Everything 
antichristian up to this last decisive struggle the apostles regard only as preparations, harbingers 
and preludes of what is to come. Then, when the time is ripe and the corruption reaches its 
climax, the final personal Antichrist comes forth as 'the man of sin' in a special measure, as the 
‘child of corruption’ pronounced in every respect. Then it is exultingly raised to the throne of 
blasphemy and crowned as the chief of mankind; the ruling rod of brotherhood is placed in his 
hand; the mysterious powers of nature are the reins with which he directs the race [!?]; he -sits 
down in the temple of God, as a god, and pretends to himself that he is God’. Then man's idolatry 
has reached its height and its summit, then the measure of impiety is full to the uppermost edge; 
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the bowl of God's wrath will be poured out on the corrupt world. Then comes the day of judgment 
with the end of the world; then shall the trumpet of judgment sound, and the Son of God shall 
appear in the cloud with power and great glory; he shall destroy antichrist 'with the spirit of his 
mouth, and shall make an end of him by the appearing of his future,’ 2 Thess. 2:4." - This is a 
piece of imported modern wisdom. One must wonder how rapturous even Lutherans can be and 
how blind in their spiritual judgment. He who knows the Scriptures and knows the Pope, and 
does not carry his own dreams into them. He who knows the Scriptures and knows the Pope, 
and does not carry his own dreams into the Scriptures, will not be able to judge otherwise than 


with our Lutheran confession, that the Pope is "the right end-Christ or antichrist, ipse verus 
antichristus". F.B. 


Conversion of Methodists. In Methodist papers one can now read complaints that the 
conversions in their midst are most superficial. "Even" - writes the "Family Friend" - "even if their 
authenticity is not to be doubted, they do not reveal themselves as powerfully as before. Who 
would nowadays know of such violent seizures during the sermon that the listener cries out aloud, 
or falls down; overcome by the consciousness of guilt, lies there temporarily unconscious, or, 
writhing like a worm, piteously pleading for mercy - who would know of such occurrences during 
or after the sermon? Conversions take place - according to the usual pattern; but the converts 
often remain inverted. Notwithstanding conversion, they may not pray publicly, not confess 
JEsum niit word and walk, take no lively interest in the things of Zion. But let us not put down 
their conversion as spurious. It is genuine as far as it goes." - As far as we know, even today, 
especially in the country, there is no lack of crying out, falling down, lying there unconscious, 
stamping and jumping. Whether this belongs to conversion, and whether such conversions are 
"more thorough" than those according to the "accustomed pattern," is, of course, another 
question.- The Methodists seek the diminution of this "holy frenzy" in various causes. Some say 
the cause is that the hearers of our day are not so ensnared with sin as those of former times. 
Others say that there is more education now than in former times, and thus condemn the leaping 
and shouting of former times as an outflow of barbarism and not of Christianity. Still others say 
that still waters are still, that even without conspicuous demonstrations the way of grace may be 
genuine. But of this the "family friend" wants to know nothing. "Say one" - he speaks - "what mau 
will, where true conversion, there is a holy frenzy: Paule, you frenzy! Those disciples filled with 
the Holy Ghost appeared to the Jews like such as were full of sweet wine." The "Church Friend" 
himself seeks the want of "thorough" conversion in the want of "thorough" preaching.-lf the 
"Church Friend" had said for this, The want of true conversion is due to the want of right 
preaching, that would be correct. There are no half-conversions. And the preaching which works 
conversion must be pure, rightly dividing law and gospel. F. B. 

Education. Depew, the well-known railway magnate, recently gave an address on the 
occasion of the 25th anniversary of the University of Ithaca, N. Y., and expressed the idea: In the 
past, he said, institutions of higher learning had wanted to educate man for the other world, but 
now they had come to the correct realization that they had to educate man only for this life. - 
Depew hits the nail on the head. In former times, however, the goal of education was as a rule 
the serious, conscientious Christian, and now the goal of education is praised as being the 
worldly man who is addicted to gain and pleasure. But what is the result of these two forms of 
education? 
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wise? - Precisely because the old method educates man for the other world, it also makes him 
a conscientious citizen in this world. And precisely because the new method does not want to 
educate for the other world, it raises only selfish, untrustworthy citizens for this world, yes, 
swindlers and criminals, martyrs, socialists and communists, all people from the new school who 
want to know nothing of another world. 

Fo B. 


The difference between Catholicism and Protestantism is stated by the organ of Cardinal 


Gibbons, "Catholic Mirror", as follows: "As the Catholic in spiritual" (and according to the 
pronouncements of the last Popes in civil) "relations subordinates his judgment with 
unconditional confidence, without reserve, to the voice of the Church" (that is, of the Pope) "so 
the Protestant acknowledges no teacher but the Bible. His whole spiritual life flows from the 
Bible. It is for him the voice of God speaking to him through this Spirit-filled teacher . . . The 
Bible, the whole Bible, and nothing but the Bible is the religion of the Protestant .... It is therefore 
an indisputable fact that the Bible alone is the teacher of Protestant Christianity." - According to 


the Catholic Mirror, the difference between Protestantism and Catholicism is this: the true 
Protestant believes only the word of God in spiritual matters, and the true Catholic does not, but 
blindly believes the word of the Pope. The Protestant sits in the Scriptures, and the Catholic in 
the mire of papal statutes. The Protestant is grazed on the green pastures of the divine word, 
and the Catholic fills his belly in the stubble fields of papal errors. The Protestant follows in his 
faith God alone, who cannot lie, and the Catholic follows the Pope, who is a man, a lying man, 


indeed the most lying man under the sun. That's the long and short of it. F.B. 


Il. foreign countries. 


From Hanover. On December 24 of last year, the President of the State Consistory and 
member of the State Council, Dr. Otto Mejer, died in Hanover. He was born in 1818 in Zellerfeld 
as the son of the Obergerichtsrath Mejer. After completing his legal studies, he habilitated in 
1842 as a private doctor of canon law at the University of Géttingen and made himself known 
there by publishing his "Institutionen des gemeinen deutschen Kirchenrechts" ("Institutions of 
Common German Canon Law"), which is based on genuine Lutheran principles. As a result of 
this work, he was appointed associate professor of law in Géttingen as early as 1847, and in the 
same year he received an appointment as full professor in K6nigsberg. In 1848, the year of the 
revolution, he published the pamphlet "Die deutsche Kirchenfreiheit und die kiinftige katholische 
Partei" ("German Freedom of the Church and the Future Catholic Party"), in which he illuminated 
with extraordinary clarity the relationship of Catholicism to state life and predicted the later 
struggle of the state with the Catholic Church as an inevitable one. In 1850 he was appointed 
professor in Greifswald and already in the following year to Rostock, where he also held the 
office of a university librarian. His in-depth studies in the field of the Catholic Church led him to 
publish the book "Die Propaganda, ihre Provinzen und ihr Recht" ("Propaganda, its Provinces 
and its Law"), through which he provided an insight into the activities of the so-called 
"Propaganda" founded by Pope Gregory XV for the unification and consolidation of the Catholic 
missionary system. Soon thereafter he decided 
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in community with the Oberconsistorialrath Kliefoth in Schwerin for the publication of the 
"Kirchliche Zeitschrift", which was held in a decidedly Lutheran spirit. However, already in 1859 
he broke away from it, because Kliefoth in the doctrine of the spiritual office represented the high 
church views, according to which the spiritual office was a direct divine foundation and therefore 
necessary for the existence of the church, while Mejer wanted to see in the office only an 
institution conditioned by Word and Sacrament, necessary for its orderly administration and 
rooted in the spiritual priesthood. Mejer then also advocated the latter views in his important book 
"Die Grundlagen des lutherischen Kirchenregiments" (The Foundations of Lutheran Church 
Regiment), which he published in 1864. Because of his outstanding position in the field of 
ecclesiastical law, he was appointed a few years later to collaborate on Falk's so-called 
"Culturkampfgesetze," and the latter were largely written by him. In 1874, Mejer was called to 
Géttingen as a professor of constitutional and ecclesiastical law, and in 1885 he was appointed 
to the presidency of the Hanoverian State Consistory, a position in which he remained until his 
death. If Mejer's active participation in the cultural struggle is already to be regretted, then, for 
the sake of truth, it must also be further testified that as President of the Landesconsistorium he 
did not work in a particularly beneficial way for the Hanoverian Landeskirche. Throughout his 
entire activity in this regard, there was a tendency to observe a cautiously lavish attitude, taking 
into account the special difficult circumstances of the Landeskirche, rather than to apply genuine 
Lutheran principles with full determination. Therefore he was especially a representative of the 
opposition in which the Hanoverian Landesconsistorium placed itself against the efforts directed 
toward greater ecclesiastical freedom and independence. Therefore, under his presidency, 
almost nothing of an action of the Hanoverian Landesconsistorium against Ritschlianism, which 
was spreading more and more among the Hanoverian clergy, came to light. His influence was 
also especially evident in the fact that the general Lutheran conference held in 1889 was not 
allowed to enjoy the welcome of the Landesconsistorium, so that the individual so-called 
"directions" in the Landeskirche would not feel injured by it. (A. E. L. K.) 

Some time ago almost unbelievable things were reported from Gotha about the lack and 


denial of the Apostolicum in church practice. According to a report in the Luthardtsche 
Kirchenzeitung, Gotha is not alone in this respect. "In Alsace, for example, there is complete 
freedom in this respect," since there is "no uniform agenda, as a result of which everyone can 
baptize as he wishes. The free-minded clergymen then also completely ignore the Apostolicum," 
... and "if the act of worship requires a confession, free-minded preachers substitute a self-written 
formula for the Apostolicum". "In Baden, it is true that since 1876 a special agendum has been 
prescribed for the regional church, but it accommodates every taste with the widest tolerance; 
this is especially evident in the baptismal forms, where beside the old Lutheran there is a very 
modern form, which even the most liberal cannot find difficult to use." "In Schleswig-Holstein, 
likewise, lax conditions prevail, which afford great freedom to the liberal clergy." "Thus," adds the 
Luthardt'sche Kirchenzeitung, "there are four districts in the German Empire which share in the 
sad fame of having more or less abandoned the flag of the apostolic confession to the spirit of 
the age." And at the same time - let us add - there are those who want to be Lutherans, who 
have no conscience about it. 
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make it their business to remain within such church fellowships, but either gloss over their sinful 
remaining with the title of "servant form" or else claim that it is all none of their business, for they 
have no church fellowship with their church fellowship. (Free church.) 

Ecclesiastical Diplomacy. The city pastor Langin of Karlsruhe recently gave a public lecture 
on the "Relationship of Jesus to God and to Mankind" in the town hall. In it he declared that "the 
church has no right to speak of the deity of Christ in the real sense," but only in the biblical sense; 
that it is an abuse of the church to place the deity of Christ in the foreground, and an injustice to 
stamp miraculous events at the birth of Jesus Christ as statements of faith and thus to burden 
consciences, whereby he directly opposed the Apostolic Creed. What Jesus is, is not to be 
known from tradition and the confessions, but from the self-testimonies of Jesus in word and 
deed, which he then explained "in the undoubted sense of Jesus," as just said. One is all the 
more powerless against Langin's charges, since about a year ago the Oberkirchenrath rejected 
a complaint against Langin that had come to him from the congregation, by declaring that he 
only wanted to oppose an application for a change in the confession. Thus Langin and everyone 
who wants to follow his example has solid ground under his feet. Although he has openly and 
firmly denied the binding force of the confessions, he has not yet made a motion to change the 
confessional status. (A. E. L. K.) 

The "Evangelical Alliance". The spirit of this association of so-called evangelical Christians, 
which is spread throughout all Protestant countries, is demonstrated by the voices raised at the 
meeting of the "German Branch of the Evangelical Alliance" held in Berlin on November 8 of last 
year. The chief consistorial councilor, Professor v. d. Goltz, gave the main lecture on the subject 
of "The Communion of Saints," and stated something like the following: The "Alliance" stands 
decidedly on the positive ground of the Christian doctrines of salvation, only it is difficult to find a 
satisfactory formula of confession. "The Reformation simply adopted the old formulation of the 
first five centuries. But that is no longer sufficient (!) for the independent thinker today." The 
confessional writings cannot serve to allay concerns of conscience, precisely because they 
merely adopted the old forms and therefore "have a manner of speaking borrowed from the 
Middle Ages." With regard to the Apostolicum, he admits that it should be "kept as a treasure in 
our divine services. But it is not sufficient for a delimiting form between Christian and non- 
Christian. "In part it contains too little, in part too much. It places the essential and the less 
essential next to each other without distinction. New attempts to formulate a creed did not find 


the consensus ecclesiae." In short, "historical development has proved that formal authorities 
cannot form the bond and boundaries of the communion of saints." The Alliance, therefore, does 
not seek a confession, but is "an attempt to summarize the essentials of the Christian truths of 
salvation." This disregard on the part of the speaker was also reflected in his theses, in which he 
states that one of the tasks of the "Alliance" is "to strive for communion in the Lord's Supper and 
in the pulpit of all denominations". All these remarks did not meet with a single objection in the 
assembly. Count Bernstorff, the chairman, went even further by directly welcoming the Baptists. 
"About the command to baptize all Christians are agreed, but about infant baptism there is 
nothing in the Bible. Why, then, should not those who consider infant baptism to be- 
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have fellowship with those who do not recognize them?" Prof. Dr. Lommatzsch from Berlin said 
very openly that "fellowship does not consist in a common confessional formula, but rather in 
mutual expressions of love," and Pastor Paul from Ravenstein emphasized that only "the 
consciousness of being cleansed by Jesus' blood gives the right fellowship, the right alliance. 
The director of the Methodist Episcopal Seminary in Frankfurt a. M., Mann, spoke in a similar 
vein: "The participants do not come together as representatives of their churches, but rather as 
Christians and redeemed." Finally, the chairman pointed out the necessity of mutual recognition 
and protested against the exclusivist spirit, as it had recently asserted itself, for example, on the 
part of some Lutherans in America against Starker. 

The theological youth of Germany is judged by the Luthardt'sche Kirchenzeitung as follows: 
"It is no longer unknown that our young theologians are for the most part blinded by the spirit of 
modern theology and let themselves be led astray in contradiction to God's Word and the Church, 
and probably also against their conscience. It is therefore not surprising that "the Cartel 
Newspaper of the Academic Theological Associations" also moves in this direction. An essay by 
Aper in Weimar, for example, proves that a liberal clergyman satisfies religious needs better than 
an "orthodox" one. There is a distinction to be made between pulpit preaching and private 
opinion; this is not hypocrisy, but is to be measured according to the word of Jesus: "I still have 
much to say to you, but you cannot bear it now."- Another correspondent, Lietz in Jena, cannot 
oppose Schrempf's arguments, and wishes that the "good' thing" begun by him may end "for the 
good of truth, for the good of religion, which knows no fear of man. Other proofs could be cited 
of the deplorable position of theological youth, who will one day be able to enter the sacred 
ministry only with great distress of conscience, if they do not, like Schrempf, prefer to resign from 
the ministry."' 

Denial of faith among the Protestant princes. The son of the Lutheran king of Greece, a 
Danish prince, married a sister of the German emperor. The children of this married couple, 
however, were brought up Greek Catholics. The last scion of the glorious Protestant house of 
NassauOrania, now hereditary Grand Duke of Luxembourg, promised Roman Catholic child- 
rearing on his marriage to a Bourbon princess. Nearly all the German Protestant princesses who 
married into the Russian princely house disavowed their faith and converted to the Greek Church. 
- Thus the princes set an example to the people, sell their most sacred faith for a dish of lentils, 
brand themselves as hypocrites who bargain with their faith, and make Protestantism 
contemptible in the eyes of their enemies. This is the natural fruit of Unionism in the Protestant 
Church. To Unionism the truth, the faith, is a fine commodity when it is a question of making 
outward gain. But nothing in the world can move a true Lutheran Christian to sell the right of his 
first-born. Yes, he says with Luther: "Let them take our body, our goods, our honor, our children, 
and our wives; let them go; they have no profit; the kingdom must remain with us." - As a rule, 
however, princes and princesses have always been, and still are, bad examples for Christians. 
If, according to Luther, a wise prince is a "strange bird," a Christian prince is even more so. F. 
B. 

German church communities and foreign congregations. The church, which was consecrated 


in Bethlehem on November 6 of last year, stands under the Berlin 
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Oberkirchenrath, is therefore unirt. On the whole, there are 53 "Protestant" congregations abroad 
under the regiment of the Prussian Oberkirchenrath, namely in Romania, Serbia and Bulgaria 11 
congregations with a total of 8990 souls. In the Orient 7 congregations with 2089 souls (among 
them Jerusalem with 162 souls). In South America 17 congregations with 30,085 souls. In Italy, 
Spain and Portugal 11 congregations with 4675 souls. In the Netherlands and England 7 
congregations with 3600 souls. In South Africa there are 8 congregations in connection with the 
Hannoversche Landeskirche; 2 congregations in Japan and 2 congregations in Luxemburg are 
in connection with the Sachsen-Weimarscheu Landeskirche, not because, but although this 
Landeskirche still calls itself Lutheran. 1 congregation in Chile (Valdivia) is connected with the 
Saxon Regional Church. According to Borchard (Die deutsche evang. Diaspora, Gotha 1890, I, 
p. 17), it should be added to these congregations noted in the "Jahrbuch der Diaspora- Conferenz 
fir das Jahr 1829" that the congregation of Lihue, which has existed on one of the Hawaiian 
Islands, Kauai, since 1883, also has a certain connection with the Hanoverian Landeskirche, and 
that a New Zealand congregation is said to have a connection with Mecklenburg. 
J. F. 

From France. The hatred of religion in France, as bred by the crudest materialism and 
preached freely by anarchism, has borne such fruit that in the enemy camp itself voices of 
concern are being raised about the consequences that have occurred. The Socialist Jauers said 
the other day: "The bourgeois republic has deprived the people of the consolation of religion, but 
has not given them the benefits of Socialism. You have destroyed the remnants of tradition that 
still remain. What have you done for it? They will say: it was only habit. Perhaps, but this habit 
was a consolation and a sedative for many. You have interrupted the old song that lulled human 
misery into slumber, and human misery has awakened screaming. It now appears before you 
and demands its place, a place before all eyes!" And Zola, that standard-bearer of a savage 
naturalism, confesses, "For thirty years | have fought for positivism; but now | have wavered in 
my convictions. Only religion, only faith, can put a stop to subversive doctrines; but at present 
religion has, so to speak, disappeared. Who will give us new ideals?" (A. E. L. K.) 


On the Mission to Japan. In the new magazine "Japan Evangelist,” the first issue of which 
has just appeared in Yokohama, an American missionary discusses the question of whether or 
not it is necessary for missionaries to learn Japanese. He declares it a fatal error to have thought 
that Japan would give up its fine language and exchange it for English. One could not induce a 
nation of 40 million and of such historical past to abandon its language. A large part of the 
missionaries are continually hindered in their missionary work by their inadequate knowledge of 
Japanese. The writer therefore advises that the prospective missionaries first and foremost learn 
the language of the people thoroughly. 

F.P. 


Doctrine and Defense. 
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The Kamps around the Sola Gratia. 


(Conclusion.) 

Dr. Schmidt concludes his "Request to Messrs. St. Louiser" with the following 
words: 

"The fundamental question in the whole doctrinal controversy, as it has 
developed since 1879, is evidently this: Is there in the concept of the order of 
salvation only this, that God in the work of grace of beatification follows a certain 
order of the effects of grace (calling, conversion, justification, sanctification, 
beatification), or is there in it also this, that with it at the same time every man who 
desires to become blessed, a certain order of conduct in the use of means, and by 
refraining from wilful opposition, is both prescribed and made possible, so that God 
makes all men blessed who by his grace follow this order, but refrains from making 
all those blessed who, in spite of his offered grace, do not submit to the all- 
salvificating evangelical order? In other words: Is the grace that actually makes 
blessed such a grace as absolutely produces the whole order of the necessary 
effects of grace without regard to any human conduct in relation to the order of grace, 
and thus absolutely secures the inevitable success of the efficacy of grace? Or does 
God leave all sinners, whom He calls to salvation through the Gospel, a liberty, a 
choice, and a responsibility, whether they will be made blessed in the prescribed 
order of salvation, or not?-| here beg the St. Louisans to enter more fully into this 
question, and to speak honestly their heart's true opinion." 

Although in the last words of this "request" lies the ugly insinuation that the 
"St. Louisans" have rather dishonestly hidden and concealed their true opinion 
concerning the "fundamental question in the whole doctrinal dispute" instead of 
"honestly stating" it, and although the whole request which Dr. Schmidt makes here 
has already been made before the "St. Louis". 
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was superfluous more than ten years ago, after the St. Louis people had already 
made their heartfelt opinion clear enough at that time, we are nevertheless gladly 
prepared to do our part here as well and to "go into greater detail" on Dr. Schmidt's 
question once again. 

We must begin by saying that Dr. Schmidt is once again recognizable as a 
pronounced synergist in the way he poses his question, and that we firmly reject his 
determination of the status controversiae as fundamentally wrong. According to 
Schmidt's account, the question, the fundamental question in the whole doctrinal 
controversy, would in fact be whether Calvinism or synergism is correct and should 
apply. This has always been the either-or of the synergists; they do not know a third; 
and therefore we say that Dr. Schmidt, with his question, again exhibits himself as a 
synergist. 

Let us look a little more closely at the alternative which Prof. Schmidt presents. 
His either is this, "Is there in the concept of the order of salvation only this, that God 
in the work of grace of beatification follows a certain order of the effects of grace 
(calling, conversion, justification, sanctification, beatification)?" The same is said "in 
other words," in the sentence, "Is the grace that actually beatifies such a grace as 
absolutely produces the whole order of the necessary effects of grace without regard 
to any human conduct toward the order of grace, and thus absolutely secures the 
inevitable success of the efficacy of grace?" Now, first of all, it is not true that in the 
second form of the question the same thing is said in other words as in the first; for 
the words of the second question, "without regard to any human conduct toward the 
order of grace," have no equivalent in the first question. But if we omit this synergistic 
interpolation, as it is omitted in the first question, Calvinism, the doctrine of an 
absolute, irresistible effect of grace, remains, and to this we say "honestly," and 
according to our "heart's true opinion," No! In the concept of the order of salvation 
there is not only that God follows a certain order of the effects of grace, but also this, 
that God has bound these effects of grace to certain means ordered by Himself, 
without which He does not want to do His work of grace, so that whoever does not 
use these means obstructs the proper way for the Holy Spirit, that He cannot have 
His work of grace in him. In the order of grace there is also this, that the means of 
grace should not work irresistibly, and in fact do not work irresistibly, so that a man 
can also thwart the work of grace in himself by persistently rejecting the effects of 
grace in the Word. The order of grace also includes the fact that the working of grace, 
in so far as it achieves its purpose, brings about certain changes in the human being, 
that God, in conversion out of repugnance, brings about certain changes in the 
human being. 
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He has made the striving and unwilling willing by the drawing of his Spirit, who then, 
after conversion, are not idle, but also cooperate in all the works of the Holy Spirit 
which he does through us, fighting against the flesh, the world, and Satan, and 
diligently keeping what they have, That no man take their crown; not, however, that 
the converted man should cooperate with the Holy Ghost, as two horses draw a 
chariot together; but that by the power and impulse of the Holy Ghost the regenerate 
man should be skillful, willing, and diligent to do good works. This is our heart's true 
opinion of Calvinism, the either that Prof. Schmidt sets forth in his question. 

But our questioner contrasts the Calvinistic either with a synergistic or when 
he asks: "... or does this also mean that at the same time a certain order of conduct 
in the use of means and by refraining from wilful resistance is both prescribed and 
made possible for every man who wants to be saved, so that God makes all men 
blessed who follow this order through his grace, but refrains from making all those 
blessed who, in spite of his offered grace, do not submit to the all-salvific evangelical 
order?" And this, again, in other words, is to say, "Or does God leave to all sinners, 
whom he calls to blessedness by the gospel, a liberty, choice, and responsibility, 
whether they will be made blessed in the prescribed order of salvation, or not?" What 
Prof. Schmidt means by his "conduct" we know sufficiently from what else he has 
written, namely, that he means a "doing" which must be added to God's doing in the 
work of conversion and beatification, in order that man may be really converted and 
made blessed, a doing which man for his part has to perform "when God has nothing 
more to do," which, in addition to God's doing, forms a factor, and indeed the 
decisive factor, in the work of conversion, on which, according to Prof. Stellhorn, 
"everything depends. Stellhorn, "everything depends" on it, that man's "conversion 
and blessedness depend" on it. We know that when Schmidt says that God leaves 
men liberty and choice whether they will be made blessed in the prescribed order of 
salvation or not, he thereby puts the conduct of those who are converted and those 
who are not converted on the same line, that he thereby says that God leaves it to 
man, the called, "to decide for himself whether he will go the narrow way that leads 
to life, or the broad way that leads to damnation." But this is a synergism contrary to 
Scripture and confession, and as we have answered a round "No" to the Calvinistic 
either, which Prof. Schmidt presents to us, so we have, in our heart's true opinion, 
an equally decided and round "No" in answer to his synergistic or. The order of 
salvation does not include any human factor which must be added to the grace of 
God in Christ in order to bring about real and actual conversion and salvation. 
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The sinner's salvation is the result of his conversion. In his conversion man is 
subjectum convertendum, nothing else. Until he has been converted, until his enslaved 
will has been set free, man is wholly a servant of sin, and therefore not free to choose 
the way of life, and is only able to resist God altogether, not to decide for himself for 
good and for his salvation. That man chooses life is God's work, not something that 
would happen if God had left man free to choose life or death, and man now, in order 
to be converted and saved, chose salvation himself. It is a very wrong idea that God 
should present man with the same choice between salvation and damnation, and 
then leave it to man to choose one or the other. If God were to do this with us, no 
man would be converted and saved. But God does not say to Israel, "| have set 
before you life and death, blessing and cursing, that you should make up your own 
mind and choose one of the two," but He says, "That you should choose life." To be 
sure, there are but the two ways, and but the two ends; but they are not put before 
man for equal choice, as a child is made to choose between an apple and a pear; 
but God wills, and earnestly and truly, that sinners, and all sinners, choose life, and 
life only. But if a man chooses death and a curse, it is without and against God's will, 
and against God's rash activity in the Word. But if he chooses life, this happens 
without any action on man's part, for God converts the man, makes the spiritually 
dead man spiritually alive, and causes the converted man, the spiritually alive new 
man, to speak the word of consent which God has wrought in him and given him into 
his bosom. Only in this way can he choose life, that God himself works this choice, 
this decision, in him by the word, by the same word whose equally powerful effect 
the despiser repels. Thus it is already said that the effect, so that God leads the sinner 
out of the way of life, is not a forcible, not a coercive effect. God does not snatch and 
throw a man into his heavenly kingdom as a monstrosity that lashes out in front and 
back, biting about, laden with chains, crashing and clanking; but those whom the Son 
sets free are truly free, and their affirmation is the joyful yes of free children of God. 
Likewise also the despiser of the grace of God and of his salvation says his nay not 
forcedly, against his will, but as a rational being, constituted with a real will, but 
precisely an evil will, hostile to God. In this sense we also speak of freedom and 
choice, freedom in contrast to compulsion, choice, inasmuch as on the one hand, 
wrought and brought about by God alone, there is a real decision of the born-again 
will for salvation, and on the other hand, a real decision, made by the evil will which 
is hostile to God. 
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This is why the sinner who is lost is still "responsible" for his contempt of salvation 
and of the grace that also wanted to save him and whose success he thwarted by 
his decision of the will against salvation, whereas the one who is converted and 
saved has no glory, since our decision for life is entirely God's work and depends 
solely on God's grace, in no way and in no sense on our behavior. 

Thus we have "spoken our heart's true opinion honestly," and that on the basis 
of the divine Word and in accordance with the Lutheran confession, as it is written: 
"Israel, that thou shouldest perish, the iniquity is thine; but that thou shouldest be 
saved, it is altogether my grace." 

It is true that we know as well and as well as our synergistic opponents can 
tell us that with this knowledge of ours we cannot answer the question that has 
plagued reason from time immemorial, the question of a uniform cause of the 
difference in the success of God's work of grace in the gospel. But as little as we are 
disposed to resort to the Calvinistic explanation by positing an absolute, irresistible 
work of grace in the elect, so little do we acquiesce in the synergistic multiplication 
table, by which it is sought to explain from the different conduct of the called, why 
all who are called are not saved. We are quite inaccessible to the synergistic necesse 


est and sequitur, and our opponents can save themselves the trouble of repeating to 
us their little song, which has been dissonant through history for so many hundreds 
of years. When Clement of Rome, soon after the foundation of the New Testament 
Church, writes: "At all times the Lord gave place to repentance to them that would 
turn unto him"; 1) when, soon after, the author of the Pastor Hermas says: "And | 
said, 'Why then, O Lord, have not all repented?’ He said unto me, 'To them of whom 
the Lord saw that they would be pure in heart, and serve him with all their heart, to 
them he gave repentance.' But to those whose wickedness and malice he saw, and 
of whom he perceived that they would turn to him only in pretence, he denied the 
return to repentance."; 2) when Clement of Alexandria writes: "As the 


1) ‘Ev yewved kav yevved. peTavoiag Térrov EdwkEv 6 OeoTTéTN¢ ToI¢ BouAOpEvoIC itri~ 
otpaprnhvai err’ autév. Clem. Rom. Ad Cor. VII. 

2) Et dixi: "Quare ergo, domine, non omnes egerunt poenitentiam?" Ait mihi: "Quorum 
viderat Dominus puras mentes futuras, et servituros ei ex totis praecordiis, illis tribuit 
poenitentiam. At quorum aspexit dolum et nequitias, et animadvertit, ad se fallaciter reversuros, 
negavit iis ad poenitentiam regressum." Pastor Hermae, Lib. III, Simii. VIII, 6. 
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1) when Cyril of Jerusalem says: "As the pen or the projectile of the contributor is 
needed, so is the grace of the faithful"; 2) when Chrysostom reads: "Not of the love 
(of God) alone, but also of our virtue. For if from love alone, all ought to be saved"; 3) 
and, "If vocation alone were sufficient, why have not all been saved? Therefore he 
says that it was not the calling alone, but also the intention of those who were called 
that brought about salvation; for the calling was not forced, and not by force 4) - so 
all these attempts to answer the same question, which have already come down to 
us from those early centuries, are in part even in expression the same as those which 
the synergists of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries made us hear, and in the 
main the same as those which our synergists of the nineteenth century likewise recite 
in part in the same words, and have recited so often that we have long known them 
by heart. For our part, therefore, our opponents need not go to any further expense, 
if they have nothing else to offer than their usual phrases of forced conversion, necesse 


est and sequitur, and what else Frau Hulda knows how to sing as a synergistic Loreley. 
We think, with God's help and grace, to continue to sail freely and safely between the 
Calvinistic cliffs on the right and the synergistic whirlpool on the left, with our ceterum 


censeo: "Israel, thou bringest thyself to misfortune; for thy salvation standeth with me 
alone.” 

And now, before we close, a warmly loyal word to Prof. Dr. Schmidt. Prof. 
Schmidt writes in his "Petition to the Gentlemen of St. Louis": "Cursed be the mouth 
and the hand which raises an objection to this dearly held fundamental evangelical 
truth, that the sinner is saved by grace alone, and stubbornly persists in such 
objection!" Our souls tremble at the thought that this curse on Prof. Schmidt should 


come true. But as surely as Prof. Schmidt has entered into a struggle against the Sola 
Gratia, against the truth, 


1) 'QZ- 5€ laTpd¢ vyieiav TrapExETal TOIG OVVEPYOUO! TIPOG iyigiav, OUTWS 6 -&E6¢ THV Aidiov 
owrnpiav Toig ovvepyovol Trpd6¢ yvwolv. Clem. Alex. Strom. VII, 727. 

2) "Qotrep yap KGAayos ypagikds n Kai BéAosg xpsiav Exel TOV OvvepyoUvTos, OUTW Kal fH 
xapic xpeiav Exel TwWV TrOTEVOvTWV. Cyril Hier. Cat. 1, 3. 

3) Oure amr6 ayatrn¢g povov, GAAa Kai atré Th¢ nuETEpas apEThc- Ei yap On aro ayatrn¢ 
UOvnNs, ExeNnv atravrac owiijvai. Chrysost. In Ep. ad Ephes. Hom. ad Eph. 1, 4. 

4) El yap 4 KAfolg npke! pdvov, Tivog EveKev ov Travreg EowWNOAV; OIG TOVTO MNolv GTI OvX 
fh KAfhoig pdvov, GA.Aq Kal  TIPOAECIG TwWV KaAOUEVWVY THV OWTNpiav Eipydoato' ou yap 
hvayKaoyéevn yéyovev f KAnoIC, ovde BEBiaopévn. Idem In Ep. ad Rom. 4, 28. 
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that the sinner is saved by grace alone, there is only one way for him to get rid of 
this curse, namely, that he does not "persist in such contradiction"; and if, by God's 
power and grace, he were to be restored, no one on earth but himself would rejoice 
more sincerely than "the St. Louisans. A. G. 


Modern Subordinatianism in the Light of Scripture. 


(Continued.) 

A deep insight into the relationship of the Son of God to His Father is given by 
the well-known saying of Christ: "Verily, verily, | say unto you: The Son can do 
nothing of himself, but what he sees the Father do: for what he doeth, that doeth the 
Son also. But the Father loveth the Son, and sheweth him all things that he doeth, 
and will shew him greater works, that ye may marvel." Joh. 5, 19. 20. Here Christ 
speaks of His works, and not only of the miraculous works which He performed 
during His walk on earth, but of His divine activity in general. Before, 5:17, he had 
thought of the creative, world-preserving, world-governing activity of his Father, 
which goes on without interruption every day and is not interrupted even by the 
Sabbath, and he claimed this very activity for himself. In the following, 5:21 ff, he 
names the greater works by which he will glorify himself in the state of exaltation, the 
raising of the dead and judgment. And he points out how his fellowship with the 
Father is manifested in all his works. 

Christ saith, "The Son can do nothing of himself." How? Do these words 
indicate an advvatta, impotence, and weakness of the 
Son, to a dependence of the Son upon the Father, a dependence of the efficacy of 
the Son upon the power of the Father? Such a statement would fit badly into this 
context, where Christ sets before the hostile Jews the sublimity of His person and 
His works. The true opinion of this self-testimony of the Lord is very aptly described 
by Hengstenberg in the following words: "That the Son can do nothing of Himself is 
a high privilege. It arises from his inseparable connection with the Father. The 
possibility of acting out of himself, detached from God, takes place only on the lower 
level of the creature. . .. As it is said here of the Son that he can do nothing of himself, 
so in C. 16:13 of the Holy Spirit that he does not speak of himself. ... . . The efficacy 
of the Father and the Son everywhere go hand in hand. If the Son can do nothing 
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without the Father, so the Father nothing without the Son." And when it is said that 
the Son does what he sees the Father do, that the Father shows all works to the Son, 
this is also to be understood deompenwe, not that 

The Son is the Son of the Father, who instructs the Son as a teacher instructs a pupil, 
or who, like the prophets, gives him visions, but the eternal Son has the eternal 
Father before his eyes, sees through the Father and all his doings, and such a 
perception is, as Keil remarks, "to be thought of as resulting from the community of 
beings. Christ is the Son of the Father, born of the Father; the Son has his being, 
therefore also his omnipotence, all his knowledge from the Father. And it 
corresponds to this relationship of sonship that the Son also takes all expressions of 
his omnipotence, omniscience, omniscience, etc., all his works from the Father, from 
whom he is begotten, that the Son does what he sees the Father do. Thus Quenstedt, 
Syst. Theol. I, p. 372, writes: ,,Filius non agit a se ipso, quia ut essentiam, ita et potentiam 
agendi per aeternam generationem accepit a Deo Patre, ita tamen, ut illam potentiam in se 
ipso habeat propriam." Further:B/ézerv notat exactissimam scientiam, quam Filius a Patre 
non per doctrinam ut discipulus, sed per aeternam generationem, ut Filius unigenitus, accepit. 


And at the same time he cites the word of Cyril: Omnia enim Filius, veluti Deus, novit. 

It must be emphasized here, as Quenstedt also points out, that the Son, 
because he comprehends the whole divine essence in himself, has the potentia 
agendi, the power of his activity, whether he has received it from the Father or not, 


still in himself, as peculiar to him, in se ipso habet propriam, and that the Son knows 
everything himself, whether he sees everything from the Father. In this same context, 
in which Christ testifies that the Son does nothing of himself, but only does what he 
sees the Father do, John 5:17-30, the Son places himself entirely on the same level 
with the Father, and describes his relationship to the Father not as one of 
subordination, but of coordination. He says: "What the same (the Father) does, the 
Son does likewise," tauta yai 6 vidg ouoiMe molel, 5, 19, The Son does quite the same 
works, 

He does them in the same way, out of his own authority. He takes all his works from 
the Father, but at the same time they are his own works, which he does himself. The 
Son is not the Father's instrument, as the believers are the organ and instrument of 
Christ. Christ says, "My Father worketh hitherto, and | also work." Joh. 5, 17. The 
Jews understood this word to mean that Christ made Himself equal with God. 5:18 
Christ saith, "As the Father hath life in himself, even so hath he given to the Son to 
have life in himself." 5:26. The Father hath life originally in himself; he is the fountain 
of all life. But likewise 
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(oUTwWB¢) the son also has life in himself, is, like the father, 4t10& €0¢, AbtoCaj, though 
he has this very thing from the father. 

The mystery of God is unfathomable. Here we must take our reason captive to 
the obedience of Christ, the obedience of the Scriptures. Scripture testifies to both: 
first, that the Son has and takes from the Father all that he is, has, and does; and 
second, that he is, has, and does all things of himself. We cannot understand this. 
But it is not a contradiction in terms. It is a proper distinction which the old dogmatists 
make, when they remark that the Son has all things from the Father dzoatatiyae, i. 
e., when the distinction of the persons in 
consider, and have everything of itself ovatwdas, i.e., if one were to look at 
sees the divine being, which is also whole and complete in the Son. 

We have seen that what Scripture says of the Son as such, of the Word and 
image of God, of the relation of the Son to the Father, of the characteristic action 
and work of the Son, does not include any ideas of subordination, but rather excludes 
such ideas. 

But there are also scriptural passages in which both Christ and the Father are 
mentioned, that is, both persons are distinguished from each other, and in which the 
Father is called the one, eternal, living God. How? Does it follow from the same, 
what old and new Subordinatians maintain, that the Father is God in the most proper 
and full sense of the word, the Son and Spirit are God in the second and third senses 
of the word, or that the Father is yateCoyiv God? We will 
take a closer look at the individual statements. 

One such passage is Joh. 5, 43. 44: "I have come in my Father's name and 
you do not accept me. If another shall come in his own name, him will ye receive. 
How can ye believe, which take honour one of another? And the glory that is of God 
alone ye seek not." The last words are in literal translation, "And the glory which is 
of God alone," thy ddgav tv mapa tov udvov dev, "ye seek not." Here, then, Christ 
calls His Father, in whose name He came, "the only God." But this "only God" is here 
evidently not opposed to the Son, but to men. The Jews sought only honour, favour, 
reputation with men, not honour and reputation with God, not the favour and 
pleasure of God. And how foolish it is to ask nothing of the good pleasure of God, 
who is the one, true, living God, on whose judgment all things depend. That the Son, 
like the Father, is the only God, is not stated here, but neither is it denied or excluded. 
However, even if Christ does not expressly attribute the same predicate to himself 
as to the Father, he nevertheless places himself in the same line in these very words. 
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with the father. He equally reproaches the Jews that they do not believe in him, as 
that they do not ask anything about his father. They neither believe in the son, nor 
in the father. 

In the high priestly prayer Christ saith, "But this is life eternal, that they may 
know thee, that thou alone art true God," tov wovov ddy"vov ded, "and whom thou 
hast sent, JEsum Christum." Joh. 17, 3. In this place also the very Father who sent 
JEsum Christum, the Father whom Christ calls his Father, is called "the only God," 
and indeed "the only true God," but here again not in opposition to the Son, but in 
opposition to all that else men take for God and worship. Those whom the Father 
gave to the Son, the disciples of Christ (v. 2.), acknowledge the Father JEsu Christ 
to be the one true God. Men worship many other gods <m, every Gentile nation has 
its God, its gods. The Jews boasted to the Gentiles of the knowledge of the true, 
living God, but would know nothing of the Father of whom Christ said that he was 
his Father, that he had sent him. All these gods, even the god of the unbelieving 
Jews who are hostile to Christ, are false gods. The Father of Christ, whom the 
believing disciples of Christ have recognized and call upon, is the only true God. 
This is the opinion of these words. Thus Hengstenberg also judges: "If God is called 
the only and true one, then his domain is thereby only delimited outwardly, not 
against the Son, who participates in his honor, but against the world and the gods 
which it invents for itself, as this already lies in the fact that not the abstracted deity 
is called the only true God, but the Father JEsu Christ." And even if the same title is 
not given to Christ as to the Father, nevertheless Jesus Christ is characterized as 
the only true God by what is said of Him. Christ is simply placed next to the Father: 
"that they might . . . and whom thou hast sent, Jesus Christ. And in the knowledge 
of Christ, as in the knowledge of his Father, is placed eternal life. But eternal life 
consists in nothing else than in the knowledge of the one true God. To know another 
who is less than God, who is not the one true God, cannot make any man truly and 
eternally happy and blessed. If the knowledge of Christ is identical with eternal life, 
then Christ must be God, the one true God. There is also one knowledge, the 
knowledge of the Father and the knowledge of Jesus Christ. The Father and Jesus 
Christ are united in this knowledge, which constitutes eternal life. Thus Christ is One, 
One Being with the Father. Already in 17:2 it was said that the Son "gives" eternal 
life. But to give eternal life is the business of the one true God. 
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Here we will follow Luther's classical interpretation of John 17:3, insofar as it 
is relevant for our purpose: "Because we have here such a beautiful, powerful text, 
let us hold fast to it, and let no blind grasp of reason master or darken it, or tear it 
apart and interpret it differently. For there are the bright, dry words, which every man 
can hear and understand: Christ gives eternal life to everyone who believes. But 
since no one can give eternal life apart from God alone, it must follow irrefutably that 
Christ is the true, natural God. Item, because he founds eternal life on being known 
together with the Father, that without his knowledge no one may attain eternal life, 
so that there is one knowledge, in order that he and the Father may be known, he 
must also be of one essence and nature with the Father, that is, the very same true 
God, yet a distinct person from the Father. This, | say, is so clear and powerful from 
this text, that even reason cannot contradict it. But this is the error, that it does not 
abide by the words, but, having put them out of sight and out of the way, while it 
goes on above and beside, wants not only to believe that the words are true, but 
also to fathom and understand how it happens or is possible; and because it cannot 
understanqd it, it falls away from them, and makes up its own thoughts, and after that 
twists and interprets the words as it has devised them. Hence also the Arians have 
twisted themselves here, and want to stretch this text for themselves, and insisted 
on the little word ‘alone, ' that it speaks: "That thou alone art true God," as if he had 
thereby excluded himself, and ascribed deity to the Father alone. But this is not 
proved, but the Scripture falsely dealt with, a word plucked out, and fluttered over 
the text, that one may not see what the words, enclosed in one another, compel. For 
this we say also, that it is true and rightly taught, that there is no other God, but he 
alone. But this they will not see, that it is in this that Christ makes himself equal with 
the Father of all things, and speaks as if he also were the same true God, because 
(as we have said) he sets eternal life at once in his own knowledge and in the 
Father's, and makes both one knowledge. But that he thus sets forth the words: That 
thou alone art true God," he does this because he always wants to give glory to the 
Father, that he has all things from him, and thus leads and draws us through himself 
to the Father, as is seen everywhere in the Gospel of John. But he mixes and weaves 
into it some divine being, power, and authority, because he wants to be known with 
the Father as the one who gives eternal life, which knowledge belongs to no one but 
the true God. Yes, these words are spoken most powerfully against the Arians and 
all heretics, Jews and unbelievers, who say and boast: They believe in one God only, 
who created heaven and earth; and for the sake of 
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For the article's sake condemn us Christians, as if we had put on another god. For he 
signifieth that they know not the right true God, though they mean and boast it; for 
they meet him not that he is, nor know how he ought to be known, that he is the one 
true God, which sent Jesus Christ, etc. This much is said: He that would meet with 
the true one God must seek him in the Lord Christ alone, for otherwise there is truly 
no God, except he that sent Christ. He therefore that hath not Christ must also lack 
the right true God, though he know and believe that there is but one true God. For he 
believeth not on him that sent Christ, and through him giveth eternal life. Therefore 
the power lies in the little word 'Thee’, ‘that they may know Thee, that Thou alone art 
the true God'. Which 'Thee'? The one who sent Jesus Christ. As if to say, The Jews 
and others also have but one God, as they think; but they know not thee, who alone 
art the true God, because they know not Jesus Christ sent by thee, and meanwhile 
they picture to them a God according to their thoughts, which indeed is no God, but 
nothing at all. Thus thou seest how the word 'only' is not put, that he should separate 
himself from the Father for the sake of the divine nature (for by the other words such 
things are sufficiently prevented), but for this very reason, that he should bind both 
the Father and himself together, yea, should fasten the Father to himself, against all 
them that model another God, or seek him elsewhere, but in the Lord Christ." St. 
Louis VIII, 761-763. 

St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans concludes 16, 27. with the following doxology: 
Move < io< po "9 Sia Iyoob Xpiotot, w 7 60€a Eig tovs aidvac, anv. "To the only wise 
God through JEsum Christum, to whom be glory forever and ever! Amen." The 
apostle here extols the wisdom of God made known through JEsum Christum, and 
that, as this is pointed out v. 25. 26. by the preaching of JEsu Christo, by which the 
obedience of faith is established among all the Gentiles. He calls God the only wise 
God. For this reason alone, because JEsus Christ is here represented as the Mediator 
of the wisdom of God, we must not exclude Christ from the wisdom of God, or rather 
the wisdom of God from Christ. The wisdom of the only wise God, which through the 
gospel of Christ leads the Gentiles to faith and thus makes them blessed, is opposed 
to the wisdom of this world, which cannot save men from destruction. But as the 
apostle now prepares to give to the only wise God the glory that is due to him alone, 
by writing, "To the only wise God," and expecting the predicate, "be glory," and at first 
adding the words, "through JESUS CHRIST," he suddenly and deliberately changes 
the construction, and inserts the relative, "which," which refers only to the next word. 
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Object, "through JEsum Christum", and thereby gives to JEsu Christo the glory that 
belongs to the only wise God, and thereby confesses JEsum Christum as the only 
wise God and closes his Epistle with a mighty testimony of the true deity of Christ. 

When the apostle 1 Tim. 1, 17. likewise gives praise and honor to "the only 
wise God", 1 Tim. 6, 15. 16. to "the only mighty one", to the God "who alone has 
immortality". When the apostle gives praise and honor to the only wise God, 1 Tim. 
6, 15, 16, "the only powerful God," the God "who alone has immortality," it is by no 
means negated by these statements that the same wisdom, power, and immortality 
belongs to Jesus Christ, the Son of God, since, according to the context of both 
passages, God's wisdom and power are thought to be imparted through Christ, but 
the unique wisdom and omnipotence and immortality of God is set against all that is 
considered wise, great, powerful, and lasting by men on earth. 

Summa: It is only scriptural when the ancient teachers of our church set up the 
double proposition that both the Father and the Son of God are jdvo¢ "the only God," 
but that neither of the Father nor of the Son may it be said that he is yovwe¢ 0 Lovo~ 


0c, "alone" (namely, to the exclusion of the other) "the only God." 

That the Father must somehow be superior to the Son, that the Son is 
somehow dependent on the Father, does not result from such sayings of Scripture, 
in which God, the Father, is called the God of Jesus Christ, as for example Eph. 1, 
17. How this speech is to be understood, is clearly shown by the word, which Mary 
Magdalene heard from the mouth of the Risen One: "But go to my brethren and tell 
them: | ascend unto my Father, and to your Father, and to my God, and to your 
God." Joh. 30, 17. Here Christ does not join Himself to His disciples, He does not 
say, | ascend unto our God and unto our Father, but says, "unto My Father and your 
Father," "unto My God and your God," thus separating and parting Himself, as to 
position with God, from His brethren, the children of God on earth. When Christ says, 
God is my Father, it has a different meaning than when a believing child of God 
says, God is my Father. Christ stands in a quite different relationship to God the 
Father than do the believing disciples of Christ. The ancients already remembered: 
Deus pater meus natura, pater vester gratia. Luther remarks: "First, He makes a 
distinction between us and Himself, saying not: | ascend to our Father, but: | ascend 
to my Father and to your Father. Then he signifies that we have not another father, 
neither he another; but that we are not the sons of our father, as he is. He is his 
father's natural son, born of him, and not a son whom he took to himself from another 


generation, as it is called filios adoptionis. 
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above all others." St. Louis ed. xii, 1881. And so God the Father is also in another 
sense the God of JEsu Christ, than He is our God. God is our God by grace, through 
Christ. We have a gracious God through Christ. The God of Christ, on the other hand, 
is God inasmuch as he stands in this unique relationship to Christ, the relationship of 
the Father to the only begotten Son. The believing children of God on earth, though 
God is their God and Father, are still under God, because they are and remain God's 
creatures, looking up from earth to the God who is in heaven. Christ expressly rejects 
this very position in relation to God, this relation of service and subordination, by not 
praying and confessing together with his brethren: "Our God and Father! He does not 
stand in one line with the other children of God, he stands rather on one level with 


God, he is God from God. G. St. 
(To be continued.) 


Gal. 3, 20: "One mediator is nota 
mediator of one; but God is one.” 


It is well known that this passage has always been a crux interpretum, and that 
no verse in sacred Scripture has received so many interpretations as this one. Deyling 
calls this passage a locus dvovdntos (Obs. S. V, p. 403). Winer 
says: "Nullum facile in omni N. T. locum deprehendi, qui tantam interpretationis diversitatem, 
quantam hic, expertus sit, ab iis, quorum est harum rerum idonea scientia, facile concedetur.” 
(Pauli ad Gal. Epistola, p. 110.) And the rationalistic exegete Rickert, in his 
Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians, p. 158 f., remarks."Of the impenetrable 
darkness which rests upon the verse, the reader will form an idea when he hears that 
among several hundreds of interpretations, which are not alone found in 
Commentaries, but are scattered in a multitude of monographs, journals, and reviews, 
collected by individual writers with more or less completeness, probably not two are 
found to agree. What shall we do now? Examine them all? | confess that | am unable 
to do so. Apart from the fact that - in the end - only a sad result can be obtained. 


1) The following article was the basis of a conference work several years ago, the task of 
which was to prove the connection between this passage and the execution of the holy apostle in 
that chapter. Therefore, the detailed presentation of the train of thought, in which the best known 
older and more recent commentaries were used. 
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| lack the indispensable means for this undertaking (in any case, no one has 
everything together). What then? Research ourselves, what we can find. Even if we 
do not find the solution to the riddle - and | predict that we will not find it - we will still 
know why we cannot find it." Rickert also finally confesses, after having made his 
explanation, which is, however, totally incorrect, that he "sees no way in which these 
propositions" (Ein Mittler, etc.) "want to be connected with what has gone before, in 
order to present any luminous thought belonging here." (P. 163.) RUckert speaks as 
a true rationalist. We know that St. Paul also spoke these words, impelled by the 
Holy Spirit. 

Other exegetes, including Winer, have declared that the whole verse is only 
an interjection, which might be omitted without prejudice to the connection. (p. 57; 
Nachricht Uber die exegetische Gesellschaft. 1822, p. 19.) But we know that the Holy 
Spirit has put nothing unnecessary into the Scriptures, and has not inserted any 
parentheses for the purpose that the exegetes might try their acumen thereon. It 
would also be, correctly remarks a recent explainer of this passage, Hauck (cit. in 
KrauBold, Exegetischer Versuch zur Erklarung der vielversuchten Stelle Gal. 3, 20., 
p. 2), something quite "peculiar, when the apostle, in so strict and rigorous a 
demonstration, where he goes forward step by step, and hears and dismisses every 
possible objection, where he gladly takes up every moment that serves to support 
his opinion"-and that, KrauBold adds, "in regard to the fundamental doctrine of 
Pauline doctrine" (namely, the doctrine of righteousness by grace through faith), - "if 
Paul had brought anything to bear on such a demonstration, which would not only 
strengthen his proof, but would even have to weaken it, inasmuch as every 
superfluous thing, every purposeless thing inserted, naturally inhibits and hinders." 
The explanation to be given hereafter will and must, therefore, attempt to show that 
this 20th verse is precisely a link in the reasoning of the holy apostle. It is therefore 
probably not quite correct when Luther remarks on v. 19: "This is a little digression, 
which Paul neither explains nor carries out, but only touches upon in passing and 
passes over. ... So far (v. 20.) does the digression go, now Paul returns to the matter 
in hand." (St. L. IX, 422. 434.) 

A few exegetes, namely Lucke (cf. KrauBold, p. 2 ff.), have made the matter 
easy for themselves. LUcke simply declares this verse to be spurious, considers it to 
be an inserted gloss. This is resisted, to say nothing of other reasons, already by the 
one circumstance that, as Meyer remarks in his Commentary (5th ed., p. 180), "the 
witnesses decide so unanimously in favor of authenticity that no other passage of 
the New Testament can appear as more authenticated. Not even the slightest variant 
in 
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the individual words and their position is to be found, which, to judge by critical 
analogy, would hardly be comprehensible in a text composed of a double gloss". 

But before we proceed to the discussion of the 20th verse itself, let us first 
visualize the course of thought of the holy apostle in the preceding verses. The 
consideration of the context is one of the main rules of the explanation of the 
Scriptures, and here it is all the more necessary, since it must be proven that this 
20th verse belongs to the thought process of the apostle. 

St. Paul, in the second chapter, v. 16, had asserted that righteousness is not 
of the law, but of faith, saying, "But because we know that a man is not justified by 
the works of the law, but by faith in Jesus Christ, we also believe in Jesus Christ, that 
we may be justified by faith in Christ, and not by the works of the law: for by the 
works of the law shall no flesh be justified." This assertion, that righteousness comes 
not from the law, but from faith, and that both, justification by the law and justification 
by faith, cannot coexist, but that one excludes the other, St. Paul now intends to 
prove in the third chapter. For this purpose he first appeals to the Galatians’ own 
experience, vv. 1-5. "O ye foolish Galatians," who have allowed yourselves to be 
turned away from the truth of the gospel by legalistic, judaizing false teachers, and 
have sought to establish righteousness by the works of the law, think back to your 
own experience: "Did ye receive the Spirit by the works of the law, or by the 
preaching of faith?" that is, was the reception of the Spirit caused in you by the 
performance of works prescribed by the law, or by the preaching of faith in Christ? 
The answer could not be doubtful: in consequence of the preaching of faith, not in 
consequence of the works of the law, we received the Holy Spirit. Further, "He 
therefore that giveth you the Spirit, and doeth such works among (xx) you, doth he it 
by works of the law, or by the preaching of faith?" Say yourselves, that the Holy 
Ghost worketh among you and in you, is it by the works of the law, or by the 
preaching of faith? The self-evident answer is, & dyoy¢ miotewc, by the preaching of 
faith. In close logical connection (Luther: Up to this point Paul has led his proof from 
experience . . now he adds the example of Abraham, and adduces testimonies of 
Scripture, p. 300.) Paul continues v. 6. "Even as Abraham believed God, and is 
reckoned to him (namely, this faith) for righteousness." Justification is not of the 
works of the law, but of faith, just as Abraham was justified by faith, and. 
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not by works of the law. See Gen. 15, 6. Rom. 4, 3. But from the fact that Abraham's 
faith was counted to him for righteousness, it follows that those who have faith are 
Abraham's children, v. 7. But as only the believers are Abraham's children, so it is 
only they who have the blessing (euAoyia) of Abraham according to the Scriptures. 
It is therefore contrary to Scripture when the law is laid up for the Galatians by the 
false teachers as a means of justification. Thus, therefore, believers are those who 
are blessed with believing Abraham. "With Abraham" as the father of all believers, 
Rom. 4, 11. 12. 

Now follows a proof from the antithesis of the correctness of this result. "From 
this word: From this word, ‘they shall be blessed,’ Paul now takes another ground of 
proof, which flows from the opposite (a contrario)." Luther, p. 328. For the law 
absolutely cannot grant this blessing, this justification, for all who deal with the works 
of the law are under the curse according to Scripture, v. 10. But if the law brings a 
curse to all who do its works, then there can be no thought of their being blessed, so 
the law cannot justify, and so Scripture also expressly ascribes justification to faith, 
"the righteous shall live by faith," v. 11. Hab. 2, 4. Rom. 1, 17. Hebr. 10,38. But if the 
scripture ascribes justification to faith, it denies it to the law, because faith and law 
are contradictory to each other, the law is not of faith, it has nothing to do with faith, 
but the man who does and keeps it will live by it, v. 12. But from the curse, which the 
law pronounces according to v. 10 and 11, Christ hath redeemed us, in that he 
became a curse for us, v. 13. The following verse, however, states the divine 
purpose of the redemption from the curse of the law, namely, "That the blessing of 
Abraham might come among the Gentiles in Christ Jesus, and that we might receive 
the promised Spirit through faith." 

The teachers of the law could object to what Paul had said up to this point 
about justification not by law but by faith in relation to the promise made to Abraham. 
They could object that not only the promise but also the law was given by God, and 
that therefore the one was as valid as the other, and that he who did not submit to 
the law could have no part in the promise. Hence the apostle proves that the 
covenant which God made with Abraham by that promise did not cease to be valid 
by the subsequent institution of the law, and that it was not changed by the accession 
of the law. Already a ratified human 
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The will, the apostle observes, remains undone and without additions, v. 15. But now 
it is God that promised to Abraham, to Abraham and his seed, which is Christ, v. 16. 
What | mean to say, then, is this, v. 17. how can a divine covenant of promise, validly 
made, confirmed of God unto Christ, before the law was given, be taken out by the 
law, which was not given till so long after, more than 430 years after? And rightly,’ 
continues the apostle, v. 18, 'l deny that by the law the promise was to cease, to be 
abolished. For (*) the promise would be annihilated, if the inheritance, salvation, 
blessedness, were imparted by the law. But this is not the case; rather, as the very 
covenant made with Abraham shows, the inheritance is freely given through the 
promise. Consequently, in the contradictory opposition of law and promise, the 
purpose of the law, given 430 years later, could not have been to bind the inheritance 
to the fulfillment of the law, for an inheritance obtained by works of the law and an 
inheritance freely given by promise is a contradiction in terms. 

Thus St. Paul showed that the law could not have been given with the intention 
of annulling the covenant of grace and promise established far earlier. But then the 
question arises and must be asked: For what purpose was the law given at all? What 
purpose then is left to the law in the Council of Salvation, if justification and life are 
freely given through the promise long before the law? It seems then to be a quite 
superfluous, and even, because it is contrary to the promise, a perverse institution. 
This question, What then is the purpose of the law? the apostle raises to himself, 
and answers it v. 19-24. The law has a purpose, and is not given in vain, but has 
only a pedagogical purpose, preparatory to Christ, urging on to him ( (zaidayayos et¢ 
Xploto", 

V. 24.), and thus shows anew that salvation does not come from the law itself. It 
came to this for sins' sake (zwv zapafdoewv yap mpoostéy), that is, that 
transgressions might come to pass. Cf. 

Rom. 5, 20.: The law is besides coming in (tapgionAtev), that sin might become 
more powerful. The purpose of the law, then, is sin-increasing. But this is, as Philippi 
(Comm. on the Epistle to the Galatians p. 125) aptly remarks, "not the divine final 
end, but only divine middle end." The final end is: where sin has increased, has 
become mighty, yet grace in Christ JEsu has become much mightier. Increased sin 
is countered by exuberant grace. Luther says: "As forgiveness is for the sake of 
blessedness, so transgression is for the sake of forgiveness, so the law is for the 
sake of sin. The law is the cause of sin (lex ponit peccatum), sin causes the 
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Forgiveness, forgiveness is the cause of blessedness" (VIII, p. 1492). But the law 
came to be for the sake of sin, "until the seed should come to whom the promise was 
made." Thus follows the designation of the time for which the law was given, the 
terminus ad quem of the determination and existence of the law. The law, therefore, is 
only a temporary institution, intervening between promise and fulfillment; and it, 
namely, the law, "is given by angels through the hand of the Mediator." 
L. F. 
(Conclusion follows.) 
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The Negative Criticism and the Old Testament. An all around 
survey of the negative criticism from the orthodox point of view, with some particular 
reference to Cheyne's "Founders of Old Testament Criticism." By Theodore E. Schmauk, 


Lebanon, Pennsylvania. Aldus Company, Publishers. 1893. 232 pp. 


bound in canvas. Price: $1.00. 

When the Magdeburg Centuriators subjected the Pseudo-lsidore, which had served for 
centuries as a legal basis for papal presumptions, to criticism, it came to the unmasking of the 
greatest, most impudent literary fraud in world and church history. But if the so-called "higher 
criticism" of our day were right in its treatment of the Old Testament, then the sacred Scriptures 


of the Old Testament would be, horribile dictu, a fraudulent product beside which the pseudo- 
Isidore would stand like a mouse beside an elephant. Among the similarities between the two 
would be that, as the pseudo-lsidore, for the purpose of justifying a further transfer of the center 
of ecclesiastical power to Rome, operated with fictions that were supposed to appear as 
documents from earlier centuries, as legal determinations of earlier popes, so, for example, the 
book of Deuteronomy. e. g. the Book of Deuteronomy as a legal basis for the reforms under 
Josiah, probably fabricated by Hilkiah, falsely attributed to Moses as an alleged find, and thus 
endowed with prestige; likewise other books, such as the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Books of Moses, 
would have had their origin in the greatest extent. Book of Moses would have owed their origin 
largely to the circumstance that for the reconstruction of the Jewish people and worship under 
Ezra one wanted to have again a respectable collection of allegedly old legal determinations and 
would have made them suitable for this purpose, and that, in general, in the Old Testament 
writings there was a swarm of forgeries back and forth, which had been lied together by priests, 
prophets and kings or their tools for the promotion of their colliding party interests and which the 
higher critics now had to tangle out of each other in the sweat of their brows. But unlike the 
pseudo-lsidore, who only clothed his crude falsifications with papal authority, the inventors and 
compilers of the fictions of which "higher criticism" fables, would not only have passed off war 
songs from the time of the Maccabees for Psalms of David, not only later trendy novels for 
ancient history, but would have been guilty of an exceedingly atrocious abuse of the name of 
God, and had not only the Jewish people, had not only Christ and the apostles acknowledged 
those falsifications as writings of Moses and the prophets and as holy scripture and God's word, 
but had the Christian faith and with it the whole Christian church rested on a foundation a hundred 
times more unworthy than the pseudo-Isidore on which the pabstry of his time was built. If, in the 
chorus of critics of such a Bible, critical construction or destruction can still be conceded divinity 
in a certain sense 
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If a poet's works are of divine spirit, then not only all Christians, but also all poets, should forbid 
themselves such an equalization, who are so honest as to bring their poems into the market as 
what they are. The theory of evolution, which is the basis of "higher criticism" as well as of 
Darwinism, reviles the dear Bible book much more shamefully in the former than it does the 
human race in the latter. 

This negative criticism is also the subject of the book which we present here. However, the 


title The Negative Criticism and the Pentateuch would have been more appropriate for its 


content, for it deals almost exclusively with the criticism of the Pentateuch. In general, readers 
who are not already acquainted with "higher criticism" by experience will find much of what they 
find here incomprehensible, especially since the TpHTOV -webdoc of the method of these critics 
The fact that the "higher criticism" of the Old Testament Scriptures is based on a fictitious history 
of the people of Israel, according to which the evolution of the Old Testament Scriptures is 
constructed, while the Jehovist and the Elohist and similar inventions belong only to the 
apparatus for the execution, is not put into the light, namely, as the Tubingen School based its 
criticism of the New Testament on a fictitious prehistory of the Christian Church. With this, 
however, we do not want to belittle the value of this book. It is a testimony to the truth, to the 
divinity of the Holy Scriptures, and contains many excellent things in apt words. It is a book which 
may be put into the hands of intelligent laymen, if, for instance, in their reading they come across 
products of "higher criticism" and are disturbed by them, while one must seriously warn against 


works such as the paedia Brittanica, which is maliciously unleavened by the new criticism. 
A. G. 


Questions and Answers to the Six Parts of the Small Catechism 
of Dr. Martin Luther, translated from the fourth edition of the House- 
School- and Church-Book for Christians of the Lutheran faith of Pastor Wilhelm 


Loehe by Edward T. Horn, D. D, Columbia, S. C. W. J. Duffle. Price in school 


volume 25 cents. 

Although Léhe's "Haus- Schul- und Kirchenbuch" unfortunately has some doctrinal 
deficiencies, especially where the doctrine of the ministry is concerned, this translation is 
nevertheless to be counted among the best catechetical works that have appeared in the midst 
of the English-Lutheran Church in our country, and whoever has to teach English-speaking 
catechumens will be able to make fruitful use of this simple dissection and explanation of the 
Small Catechism in his preparation, all the more so since the English expression is also almost 
entirely exemplary. As a rather disturbing printing or spelling error we only mention that in the 


answer to auestion 815 it savs OUL STOSS SINS. where OUF gTOSs Senses should stand. 


Bibel og Geologi. Et i de virkelige Forhold begrtindet Forfvar for den simple, 
ligefremme Forstaaelse af den mosaiske Beretning om Skabelsen og 
Syndfloden m. m. Etlndlag modden falske geologiskeTheorier. Af K. 
Throndsen. Decorah, lowa. Forfatterens Forlag. 1893. XIV u. 352 pp. 


This apologetic work is distinguished from many attempts at reconciliation between the 
Bible and human science of our day, in that it does not amount to a compromise by means of 
two subtraction experiments, in which Moses must bear the main part of the costs, but stands 
up wholeheartedly for the Mosaic account of Creation, as it reads. What is true of all natural and 
historical research is also true of geology, namely, that its real, true research results do not 
contradict the Bible. The geological theories, on the other hand, which contradict the Scriptures, 
are not only erroneous, as certainly as the Scriptures are truth, but if we look still more closely, 
we find that they also contain explanations which do not really explain, reasons which are not 
sufficiently substantiated. 
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not a reading in the book of nature, but spelling exercises of those who hold the book of nature 
upside down in their hands, inventions of those who read between the lines what is not in them, 
interpretations of those who interpret the language of nature according to a false grammar, 
taking up the testimony of such, who leave unheard a principal witness, who has also laid down 
his testimony in nature, the earth in its present condition, namely the flood of sin, poetries, which 
pretend to write history, while they want to stamp the real historian Moses, through whom the 
spirit of God speaks, as a poet. It is these theories which the writer of the present paper hangs 
lower. However, the results of his discussions are predominantly those of negative criticism. He 
is obviously not a geologist himself, and therefore he was quite right not to present himself as 
such. But one does not need to be a watchmaker to know and show that a watch is wrong, and 
that it is folly for one to want to correct the sun according to his wrong watch, as geologists want 
to master the Scriptures according to their theories. A. G. 


The Bible or the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testament according to the German 
translation |). Martin Luther's. Edited on behalf of the German Protestant 
Church Conference. Stuttgart. Privilegierte Wirttembergische Bibelanstalt. 
1893. pocket bible with apocrypha. Bound in leather cloth. Price: 1 Mark 20 
Pf. 


This cheap, handy edition of the "revised Bible", which unfortunately takes the place of the 
old Luther Bible in Germany, will perhaps be purchased by many of our readers, in order to get 
to know this "revised text" from their own perspective and to compare it occasionally. The eight 
pages of geographical maps are a useful addition, and the decoration of the whole book is 


excellent. A.G. 
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l. America. 


Ohio and Iowa. "What is to be thought of a union of the Ohio Synod with the lowa Synod? 
A paper presented to the Chicago Conference of the Wisconsin - District of the Ohio Synod, and 
published by order of the same, by J. Klindworth, Lutheran pastor." This is the title of a paper of 
31 pages, the author of which has been a member of the lowa Synod for 17 years, but at present 
adheres to the Ohio Synod. Three questions are taken by Past. Klindworth in answer to his main 
question: |. what is the present position of the lowa Synod; II. whether the lowa Synod wishes 
to abandon this position; III. whether, on the basis of the Ohio-lowa theses of Michigan City, one 
could consent to a union. Having given a statement of lowa's doctrinal position, he then answers 
the second question in the negative, and gives evidence in support of it; and he also answers 
the third question in the negative, and appends his reasons. Past. Klindworth points out how in 
theses Ill, b., V and VI, a. of the Michigan City agreements the old lowa position is expressed, 
and also from the later statements of Past. Deind6rfer, the General Presiding Officer of the lowa 
Synod and Editor of its Synodal Organ, that the former doctrinal position of the Synod had not 
been abandoned, nor was it intended to be abandoned. On Thes. VI, which deals with 
"Predestination and Conversion," Past. Klindworth, among others, writes the following: 
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"This thesis has been presented by Dr. Fritschel, and, as | have been told, with the explanation 
that the Ohio Synod is undoubtedly right in the doctrine of election by grace, but that it has used 
expressions which are misleading, and for which the lowa Synod does not wish to be responsible 
to the Union. But we have important objections to make against this thesis. In the first place, (a) 
the lowa position does not appear inconclusively in it, as we have proved above; in the second 
place, (b) we cannot accept it, because it is not clear and correct. It sounds, it is true, quite anti- 
synergistic, and has therefore deceived some into thinking that the Ohioans, who are reputed to 
be synergists, could not honestly accept the thesis without retraction. But, strictly speaking, it is 
not so; for there are qualifications in it, which, to the least, make it doubtful whether synergism is 
really rejected. First, it is said that conversion ‘as the setting of a new spiritual life’ is surely the 
new birth, which is here still to be distinguished from conversion. Viewed differently, it follows 
from this qualification, participation, self-determination, and good conduct need not be excluded; 
there would still be plenty of room for synergism! Then it goes on to say: Then it goes on to say: 
‘in the sense that it is brought about by it’; there would still remain, in another sense, which is 
admittedly not specified, participation and self-determination, and also good conduct, which is 
also not specified. The whole long period is very obscure, because it exhibits participation, self- 
determination, and good conduct side by side." -To what extent these expositions are well 
founded we will not now discuss; we have already spoken elsewhere on the Michigan City Peace 
Preliminaries. We are only interested here in informing our readers what kind of evaluation those 
agreements receive even in the midst of the Ohio Synod. - After Past. Klindworth has finally said 
about the thesis of predestination and conversion: "But we cannot accept this thesis with its 
confused provisions and dark loopholes, but must decisively reject it," he continues: "If we cannot 
agree to aunion on the basis of these theses, which in part have the character of a compromise, 
it is by no means said that we do not wish and desire a union of the Lutheran Synods or that we 
do not deeply regret the disunity and divisions in the Lutheran Church of our country. Church in 
our country in the deepest possible way. But we want clarity and truth, a unification in doctrine, 
and not a false union." - This is what people who accuse Missouri of false doctrine and have 
wrought disunion upon it need to be told by their own Synod comrades. A.G. 

Agreement without unity. Representatives of the General Council and General Synod held 
a meeting in Philadelphia and passed whimsical resolutions. First, they decided not to find 
themselves authorized "to enter into a discussion of the alleged differences in the doctrinal basis 
of General Synod and General Council." This is a statement which in effect says that they should 
and would be careful not to do what is necessary to bring about real, God-pleasing unity between 
the two bodies. It was then decided that "wherever one body occupied a territory, the other body 
should respect such possession and refrain from any attempt to plant another church there". This 
is an agreement such as the New York Ministry had made with the Episcopalians in their day, 
"because of the equality of doctrine and near affinity of church discipline"! The people of the 
Council and General Synod, however, need to 
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In such an agreement, the gentlemen do not even mention an imagined or alleged "equality of 
doctrine," but make their agreement after having previously renounced a discussion of the 
doctrinal basis, and afterwards still expressly declare that their "resolution is not to be interpreted 
in such a way as if it contained a comparison or abandonment of any point in the doctrinal 
position of the bodies involved. This can almost seem to one as if the gentlemen had once 
wanted to demonstrate with diligence and deliberation how it should not be done, and in this 
case they would have succeeded excellently in their plan. 
A.G. 
A new seminary building is being erected at Gettysburg. At the laying of the cornerstone on 
February 22, the aged Dr. Morris, who was also once present at the laying of the cornerstone of 
the present old Seminary building on May 26, 1831, delivered an address in which he expressed 
his joy that the false Lutheranism of the founders of the Seminary, one S. S. Schmucker and B. 
Kurtz, was a point of view that had been overcome, and that doctrines such as the Lutheran 
truth of the regenerating power of baptism and the true presence of the body and blood of Christ 
in Holy Communion had broken their way into the General Synod. In this way he has upset some 
people for whom even the General Synod wants to become too Lutheran. But Dr. Morris did not 
turn his back on this. After him spoke Dr. L. E. Albert, who was more agreeable to the people of 
the left wing. The foundation stone was laid by Past. M. G. Boyer, president of the board of 
directors. With this seminary building, thoughts of moving the institution to Washington, the 
capital, are now finally over. A.G. 


Away with confessions! This is the watchword of Union enthusiasts of the type of the Herald 


of Christian Liberty, which rejoices in the following declaration, which 

he reprints from a paper related to his own. "We say frankly and freely that we, for our part, 
would be perfectly willing to throw the whole Thirty-nine Articles into the deepest hole in the 
Atlantic Ocean, and with them the Westminster Confession, the Augsburg Confession, the 
Helvetic Confession, and every other papal or special ecclesiastical philosophy of Christianity 
ever written since the Conciliar of Chalcedon, if we could thereby promote the cause of Christian 


union." Of course. The Herald and its cousin have been good at throwing out other people's 


stuff. The utheran World reminds us here of Mr. Nasby, who, in his patriotic enthusiasm, was 
ready to sacrifice his wife's kinsmen and kinswomen on the altar of the fatherland. 
A.G. 
"Suspension from the preaching office and its functions" is imposed by the "President of the 
Pennsylvania Ministry" in the following form: "At the request of the Allentown Conference of the 
Evangelical Lutheran Ministry of Pennsylvania and neighboring states, to which, as successor 
to the Second District Conference, the case of the Rev. N. N. 1) had been referred, | hereby 
declare that the said Rev. N. N. of N. is suspended from preaching and his functions until the 
next meeting of the Ministry. A. Spath, President of the Ev. Lutheran Ministry of Pennsylvania 
and neighboring States. Mount Airy, Philadelphia, January 5, 1894." The pastor with whom we 
are here concerned has been called by his congregation and commissioned to perform the 
functions of the preaching ministry. If he has rendered himself unworthy of the office of 
preaching, the congregation which commissioned him to that office may deprive him of it. 


1) We have no reason to print the name of the suspended person. L. u. W. 
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and when it does so, it exercises its right and duty. In the Pennsylvania Synod, however, this 
right of the congregation is exercised provisionally by the synodal president and finally by the 
ministry. This is an abridgement of the rights of the congregations, which is by no means justified 
by the fact that the congregations put up with such interference, any more than it is justified that 
the exercise of doctrinal discipline is reserved to ordained preachers alone, to the exclusion of 
the congregations or their representatives, and that the congregations put up with it. This means 
treating the congregations as spiritual minors. A synod, in which such orders or disorders are in 
force, is not a deliberative body, but a court of justice, which judges where it has no divinely 
warranted jurisdiction, and synods so constituted should sweep out this old hierarchical leaven 
as soon as possible. A. G. 
Higher Criticism. Dr. Howard Osgood, Profesfor at the Baptist Seminary in Rochester, N. 


Y., recently wrote in "Christian Thought" the following about and against modern Bible criticism: 
"The fundamental principle of Higher Criticism, as defined by Kuenen, is that the supernatural is 
excluded from all consideration. This, of course, excludes all belief in and all consideration of 
miracles. If there is no supernatural in the world, no miracle, there has been no revelation from 
God, which would be a miracle. No supernatural, no miracle, no revelation, no prophecies - that 
are the necessary presuppositions, according to this school, of an unprejudiced study of the 
Bible. . . . No one is ever called to a theological professorship in a German university, because 
he is a converted man, or believes the Bible. The one question is: Is he sufficiently learned and 
can he teach? Pfleiderer and Harnack do not believe in the supernatural; Wellhausen declares 
himself a polytheist; Kuenen, so his biographer tells us, made it his purpose in life to strip 
Christianity of every remnant of supernaturalism. ... .. There is one spot on earth, where you will 
never hear sin mentioned or salvation spoken of. It is in their Criticism. " L. F. 
Secularization of the Methodist Church. The Methodist paper, "Western Christian 
Advocate," complains: In the Methodist Church the salvation of souls is the last and least 
important thought. The congregations are social clubs. The members let themselves be taken in 
because they hoped to achieve greater success in society, business and politics. They wanted 
only those preachers who knew how to smooth over the "rough" passages of the Bible, to tickle 
the ears, and to keep condemnation out of the eyes. The church was used to fold the fashion 
and the finery of clothes. Municipal officials and communicants could be found in the theater, at 
the opera, at horse races, card games, and dancing. The difference between the world and the 
church was blurred. The implementation of church discipline would reduce membership by half 
in a single year, bankrupt missionary societies, close modern churches, and leave pastors and 
bishops unpaid in distress. - It is the old story: cooled enthusiasm is natural unbelief and 
worldliness. F. B. 


Rome in America. The London Chronicle writes: "Rome in America is advancing in a 
greater degree than is generally supposed, and those who have studied the question have no 
longer any doubt that the future welfare of the Republic is in the hands of the Italian mission now 
flourishing in its midst." - The Papist paper, La Minerve, of Montreal, Can. also believes that in 
the United States the long-desired dawn will soon dawn on the Pontiff. The same writes: "We 
can 
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hope that in the not too distant future a new era will dawn for our [Papist] co-religionists across 
the border." - If our blind-smitten American’ people should ever find themselves in the bosom of 
the Raven Father at Rome, and awake with groans from the iron embraces of the same, they will 
accuse before others, the fine daily press, which never tires of praising Rome, as the betrayer of 
their liberty. May God control the wickedness of Antichrist and soon put an end to him by the 
appearance of his future. F. B. 


ll. Abroad. 


Prof. D. v. Frank +. We take the following notice from the "A. E. L. K.": "As we already 
reported in the last number, the Professor of Theology, Geheimrath D. Fr. H. R. von Frank died 
in Erlangen. A hemorrhage in the brain caused his death. After he had lain down in good health 
on Sunday, February 4, he was found unconscious in bed on Monday morning. Only now and 
then did consciousness return for a few moments. From 3 o'clock on Tuesday afternoon the 
unconscious state persisted; the dying man became more and more silent until the spirit left its 
earthly shell without any struggle at 7-3/4 o'clock on February 7. . . . v. Frank was born at 
Altenburg on March 25, 1827. He studied theology and philology at Leipzig from 1845 to 1851. 
After completing his studies, he devoted himself to teaching; first he was subrector in Ratzeburg 
from 1851 to 1853, then professor at the Gymnasium in Altenburg from 1853 to 1857. Here he 
first appeared as a writer, publishing a volume of 'Evangelische Schulreden' in 1856. While he 
extended and strengthened his philological knowledge as a schoolman, so that he was able to 
handle the Latin language as well as the German, he did not fail to penetrate more deeply into 
the science of theology. At that time he already gave himself to a thorough study of the old 
Lutheran dogmatists, by which he laid the foundation of his later theological erudition. In 1857 he 
was appointed associate professor in the theological faculty of Erlangen, and already in the 
following year was made full professor of systematic theology. Soon after this appointment he 
published his first important work ,Die Theologie der Concordienformel, historisch-dogmatisch 
entwickelt' (1858 to 1865), which drew the attention of wider circles to him. It was a golden age 
of the Erlangen faculty when he joined it, for Hofmann, Thomasius and von Zezschwitz were still 
in full effect, and it might not have been easy for the young theologian to create a sphere of 
activity for himself next to these outstanding men, especially since systematic theology, which 
was Frank's strength, was still represented by Thomasius at that time. In fact, his colleges were 
not attended to the same extent as those of the three mentioned. To the connoisseurs, however, 
Frank's profound and thorough scholarship became more and more clear, especially when he 
emerged in 1870 with the ‘System of Christian Certainty’, in which he had created a new 
theological discipline as a preliminary stage of dogmatics. Nevertheless, the death of Professor 
Thomasius in 1875, and soon after of Hofmann in 1877, was felt as a blow to the Faculty, from 
which one feared a loss of its fame and frequency. One was mistaken. Even before Thomasius 
died, Frank's lectures had become more and more popular. Since that death, however, the 
number of his students had grown to such an extent that the larger lecture halls were finally made 
available to him. 
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had to be put forguyg. The difficult language, which frightened many in his printed works, 
receded completely in his lectures. Admittedly, they also bore the traits of a strictly trained 
systematic and were so admirable in the structure of the thoughts that even non-theologians 
hurried to his colleges. The theologians, however, were impressed not only by the power of his 
mind, but especially by the inner strength of faith that spoke from his words. When he stood on 
the lectern, one gained the impression of a witness, of a man to whom what he taught was holy 
and irrefutable certainty. Involuntarily one thought of the words: 'I believe, therefore | speak.’ As 
a result, he not only increased the knowledge of his listeners, but also had a personal effect of 
faith and confession, which will remain unforgettable to his students. Even such dogmatic 
passages as are usually considered dry, such as the doctrine of the attributes of God, he knew 
how to shape vividly and to clothe with flesh and blood. But when he came to the most important 
sanctities of the faith, the merits of Christ and his vicarious suffering, conversion and 
sanctification, these lessons were like a solemn service, from which the listeners left with serious 
and moved hearts. From every word spoke the love for his Lord, to whom he endeavored to 
draw the young world of theologians, and with whom he evidently stood in living, personal 
intercourse. It need hardly be said that he taught his theology entirely in the spirit of the Lutheran 
Church; he held his church exceedingly high and its confessions according to the Word of God. 
Many clergymen, especially in Bavaria, owe to him their love for the Lutheran Church and the 
clarity of view towards unionist efforts of the present day. He clearly saw through the danger with 
which Ritschl threatened the church, and he did not fail to testify against his errors in word and 
writing. Ritschl, for his part, underestimated this opponent so little that he often made him the 
subject of his various attacks in his lectures. Against his will, of course, he only contributed to 
Frank's name becoming a greatness in Gédttingen, which many found necessary to get to know. 
Some came to Erlangen merely inspired by Ritschl's opposition, and even if not all of them 
surrendered to Frank's influence, he was nevertheless able to experience the joy that many 
turned their backs on Ritschl's theology. Frank was probably the most important opponent of 
that theology. Frank's reputation grew not only among the theological youth, but also among 
men of science. He received many honorable calls, including one to Berlin; but he remained 
faithful to Erlangen. The fact that his 'System der christlichen Wahrheit’ (System of Christian 
Truth), which appeared for the first time in 1878-80, has recently gone into its third edition, 
despite its sometimes very difficult language, also bears witness to his importance and the large 
number of his students. His 'System der christlichen Sittlichkeit' (1884-89), however, did not get 
beyond the first edition; but it should be noted that, at the request of his then publisher, it was 
printed in twice as many copies as usual. The attraction of his name grew ever greater; in the 
current winter semester he saw more listeners at his feet than ever before. In the midst of his 
vigorous activity, however, he was carried off to the great sorrow of wide circles. All received the 
impression that a pillar of the Lutheran Church and theology had fallen. There is not enough 
space here to go further into his literary activity, as he developed it, among other things, in his 
work for the 'Neue kirchl. Zeitschrift’, into his fine activity for the Bavarian regional church in 
particular and for the Lutheran misconception. 
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We cannot go into his personal qualities, the nobility of his disposition, the mildness of his 
judgment, etc., in detail. Still less can we deal more closely with the basis of his theological 
system. Whatever may be said against his subjective attitude, it is certain that he formed a school 
which resolutely adhered to the Word of God and the confession of the Lutheran Church. We 
hope to be able to give a more detailed picture of the life of this highly significant man in our 
journal. We part from him with the feeling of deep sorrow for his death, but at the same time of 
gratitude to God for the rich blessing which the church was allowed to receive through Frank's 
testimony." - Since we reserve for later a more detailed description of Frank's theology, of which, 
by the way, we have often taken note in this journal, we will add only a few brief remarks or 
corrections to what has been said. When Frank entered the theological faculty of Erlangen, 
Delitzsch and Harnack were active alongside v. Hofmann and v. Thomasius. v. Zezschwitz did 
not become Frank's college until much later. It is true that Frank was a sharp, thorough thinker 
and researcher, and he could also become quite serious and edifying in his lectures, and also 
showed warm sympathy to the students in personal intercourse. He made serious efforts to 
defend the main facts of the Christian faith against Ritschl and his colleagues. But that he 
"resolutely held to the Word of God and the confession of the Lutheran Church" is simply not 
true. Frank's position on the Scriptures and the inspiration of the Scriptures has already been 
mentioned several times in this paper. He knew no specific difference between the word of 
Scripture and the testimony of the church. His "Christian certainty" rested not on the rocky 
foundation of Scripture, but on the deceptive "Christian self-consciousness. And in basing his 
whole system on this self-confidence, he evaporated all and every article of the Lutheran 
confession, and even perverted and falsified it. He has also done nothing to steer the ruin of the 
German Landeskirchen. We can only deeply regret that this indeed important man did not use 
his great gifts and thorough scholarship for the promotion of the pure Lutheran doctrine and for 
the edification of the right Lutheran church. G. St. 

Leipzig Mission. Two East Indian missionaries, Nather and Mohn, have recently left the 
service of the Leipzig Mission. The former had given a lecture on the "Doctrine of Inspiration" at 
a Pastoral Conference of the East India Missionaries in February 1892, and in it had merely 
expounded and substantiated the doctrine of the literal inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, which 
has always been unanimously known by the whole of Christendom. The Pastoral Conference 
had refused to confess this lecture. Thereupon the aforesaid entered into epistolary negotiation 
with the Leipzig Missionary Collegium. And now we will let "the Collegium of the Lutheran Mission 
in Leipzig", which reported this transaction in the Leipzig Missionary Gazette, speak further: 
"When Missionary Nather complained to the Collegium at the beginning of last year on the basis 
of this fact and with reference to statements by individual missionaries about the lack of unanimity 
in doctrine, the Collegium replied to him as follows on May 19 of last year: 'We are all the more 
surprised under these circumstances, since you set yourself up as a judge of the orthodoxy of 
your fellow missionaries, and undertake not indistinctly to deny it to half of them, because they 
refused to agree to the "doctrinal content" of a lecture given by them by rising from their seats." 
"If you are of the opinion that the propositions of your lecture follow with logical necessity from 
what the Scriptures and the Lutheran Be- 
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If you say that you have knowledge of the inspiration of sacred Scripture, that is your right, and 
no one prevents you from holding this opinion. If, however, you miss the "unanimity in doctrine" 
for the reason that a part of the brethren is of a different opinion, then you claim the same authority 
for your propositions as for the recognized doctrine of the church - a view which is quite lacking 
in evangelical sobriety. That many an untenable and wrong statement was made at the 
proceedings of the Pastoral Conference of 1892, the minutes of which have not been sent to us, 
may perhaps be true. But we cannot suppose that any of our brethren should refuse to confess 
the "prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, as the pure fountain of 
Israel, which alone are the one and true guide by which all doctrines and teachers are to be 
judged and judged". From the missionary K. in particular, wnom you have particularly challenged, 
we have a perfectly satisfactory explanation of this. - If half of the brethren refused to take a formal 
vote on the "doctrinal content" of your presentation, we can only approve of that, since such 
pastoral conferences are neither called nor authorized to make doctrinal decisions beyond what 
the Lutheran confessions have testified to on the basis of Scripture: | therefore accuse the 
reverend Collegium of having declared God's certain and clear word to be uncertain and unclear, 
thus overturning the foundation of our certainty of faith and salvation? In addition, this petition 
contains the insinuation that our church council order, which has existed since 1858, is in 
contradiction with the words of the Lord, Matth. 20, 25. 26. Since written discussions on this 
matter did not lead to any satisfactory result, it was briefly explained to Missionary Nather that 
our mission rests in all its work on the Lutheran confession and its teachings, and that God is not 
a God of disorder, but of peace. Instead of trying to see if verbal discussions with the Director 
might not remove his misgivings, he, and Missionary Mohn with him, refused to participate in the 
communion celebration of our missionaries with the Director on November 5 of last year, and 
demanded that the Collegium first give him a satisfactory answer to the following two questions: 
Is the doctrine of the "verbal inspiration" of Holy Scripture, as taught in Scripture and the 
Confession, and which | had the joy of confessing with a number of brethren in my last year's 
lecture, the only legitimate doctrine in our Mission, and is it accordingly willing to combat and 
dismiss all contrary teaching as false doctrine? 2. 2. 'Is the reverend College willing, in obedience 
to Matthew 20:26, to declare the Church Council, instead of being the magisterial authority it has 
been up to now, to be a fraternal council - unquestioned in its administrative, executive, and 
disciplinary powers - and thus to grant the Synod (§ 14) not only 'the right of inquiry, of expressing 
misgivings, or of supplementary and enlightening remarks,’ but also the right of - according to the 
word of God - recognition or fraternal punishment of the activity of the Mission Church Council? 
Both questions had to be answered in the negative by the Collegium. For since our claim to be a 
mission of the Lutheran Church rests solely on the fact that the confession of the Lutheran Church 
is the sole basis of our activity, we would forfeit this claim as soon as we undertook to issue 
special confessions for our mission or to issue authentic declarations to which we would attach 
the same validity. Our task can only be 
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This consists in leading the mission on the basis of our good confession, and, if necessary, in 
bringing this confession to bear against any false teaching of a missionary. The end of this conflict 
was that the two missionaries were dismissed from their office. What these two missionaries 
taught, declared, demanded, and did, according to the above statement, corresponds exactly to 
the standard of Scripture and the Lutheran Confession. As for point 1, the doctrine of verbal 
inspiration is in fact the doctrine of Scripture and of all Christian confessions. The confession of 
the right doctrine, however, implies the rejection of the contrary doctrine. A community which 
denies the right doctrine the exclusive right, and also tolerates false doctrine, is a community of 
false faith. As far as point 2 is concerned, it is a clear teaching of Scripture and of the Lutheran 


Confession that any church government has only one office, humani juris. That the two 
missionaries refused to communicate with the other missionaries and the mission director, with 
whom they did not agree in doctrine, was quite correct, since communion is confessional 
communion. On the other hand, the statements and measures of the missionary college referred 
to above are not from the truth. It is vain deceit when it pretends to stand on the confession of the 
Lutheran Church, while it grants room to the modern false, fundamental doctrine of Scripture and 
inspiration, as it is publicly presented, for example, even by a member of this college. It is truly 
ridiculous and insane to present a common confession of a pastoral conference on a doctrine 
according to Scripture and confession as a "so'nder confession," as "a doctrinal decision" which 
goes beyond the Lutheran confession. And it is not Lutheran, but genuine Papist practice, when 
the aforementioned college demands obedience for the sake of the Lord from the missionaries 
under its authority. The Leipzig Missionary College was now confronted with a new severe test, 
and it passed it just as badly as the earlier one in 1876. -At that time, in its dealings with the well- 
known four missionaries, it had already taken the side of error and suppressed the right, pure 
doctrine. Now it has again, in and with the judgment it pronounced on the missionaries Nather 
and Mohn and their doctrinal position, publicly denied and condemned divine truth before the 
world and the church. It sounds like mockery and derision of all that is holy when, at the close of 
his report, he calls upon his friends to pray with him: "Oh, be merciful to us again at this time, 
Father, and make us again free and free from the strife of tongues!" So when a Christian man, a 
servant of the Church, stands up for the full divine authority of the Holy Scriptures and opposes 
all attacks on this sanctuary, that is "tongues quarreling"! Let us rather pray God with our friends 
to remain close to the two witnesses of the truth, who are now out of office, with his comfort, 
protection, and blessing, and to bless their testimony abundantly in many souls! G. St. 

Signs of the Times. German newspapers report the publication of a "German People's Bible" 
in Leipzig. With this book, the Bible is to be presented to the German people in an "abbreviated 
and improved version according to the spiritual, moral and national consciousness of our time. A 
more godless and wretched work of art can hardly be imagined. Only six verses of the first book 
of Moses are used, all the rest is useless. And so it goes on through the whole Old Testament; 
sayings which contain morals are used at most, the rest of the Scriptures are cast out chapter by 
chapter. In the New Testament something is said of the life of JEsu, but of the resurrection of the 
Lord it is said that he "celebrated resurrection in the hearts of his disciples. - Thus appears 
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Furthermore, since January of this year in Leipzig a new journal, "The Religion of the Spirit". In 
an article of the first issue, entitled: "What does the Religion of the Spirit proclaim?" contains, 
among other things, the following sentences: "We have come to tell you: bow to no authority, 
neither in heaven, nor on earth! Believe in no other deity than that which shines in the depths of 
your souls.... We have come to tread the towering gleaming pillars of this world, the false 
authorities and majesties and sanctuaries and laws and customs and virtue and honor of this 
world into the dust to which they belong 
We do not proclaim the God-man in the light of the fairy-tale dreams of a childish past." And in 
this tone it goes on. - Products of the stalest rationalism are reissued. Thus in 1799 came C. G. 
Salzmann's "Heaven on Earth" was published, and a few weeks ago a new edition of this work 
appeared in Munich. It is 


ivided into four sections: 1. the blessedness which we can find in ourselves; 2. the contact with 
God and the blessedness arising therefrom; 3. the blessedness arising from the contemplation 
of God's works; 4. salvation from the hardships of life. In true rationalistic fashion these four 
points are then dealt with. "Blessedness in ourselves" is found in faithful performance of duty. 
The "intercourse with God" consists in the consciousness of His omnipresence and adoration of 
His wisdom, in surrender to God's will. Admittedly, "the efficacy of prayer is often justly doubted 
in the new age." The third section shows how man is "exhilarated" by the contemplation of the 
creature. Finally, "deliverance from the toils of this life" is obtained through patience and humility. 
- Finally, a sample from country church circles. The Saxon pastor, Lic. Dr. E. Héhne, has 
published a little paper, "The points of contact between Moses and Plato: that is, between the 
Old Testament and Platonic philosophy, partly according to Plato." It is an extended lecture, 
printed at the request of the Meissen Conference. In it is now found the following sentence: "For 
the immortality of the spirit, one of the fundamental religious truths, Plato has advocated more 
decidedly, more uniformly, than the Old Testament." - Is it any wonder that the most atrocious 
unbelief and the most naked paganism are rampant in German lands? 


An interesting find, which surpasses the discovery of the "Gospel" and the "Apocalypse of 
Peter" in importance, has been made by two English ladies: a Syriac text of all four Gospels. 
Mrs. Lewis and her sister Gibson, who had been thoroughly instructed in the photography of 
manuscripts by Prof. Harris in Cambridge, visited the monastery on Mount Sinai last year, which 
had been made famous by Tischendorf's find, and here they found a soiled palimpsest 
manuscript, the glued-together leaves of which they loosened with the steam of the kettle in 
order to be able to photograph the text, which amounted to well over 300 pages. It turned out to 
be a Syriac text of the four Gospels, close to Cureton's Syriac, of which only fragments, in 
London and Berlin, are known so far. Now the oldest of all the Gospel manuscripts known to us 
is almost complete. Harris himself went to Sinai, stayed there for forty days, and is on his way 
home with his results. Whether this Curetonian Syriac was present in the Gospel harmony of 
Tatian must now be seen. The new discovery will also give important clues for the examination 
of the authenticity of some words and passages hitherto generally rejected by textual criticism. 
Thus the Syriac contains, for example, Luc. 23, 48. after the words: "they beat their breasts and 
turned back" the addition: 
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"saying, woe is upon us! This is happening today because of our sins; come the end of 
Jerusalem." These words were hitherto only in a Latin manuscript, were then found in the 
"Gospel of Peter," and now also in the Syriac. (Theol. Lit.-Bl., Leipz) 

The "Evangelical Federation" has recently experienced a sharp public rebuke. The Jesuit 
debate in the Reichstag session of 1 December gave the board of the Brandenburg main 
association of the "Evangelical Federation" cause to address a petition to the Reichstag deputies 
of the Brandenburg associations, in which first of all the conservative, free-conservative and 
national-liberal deputies are rebuked, because they rejected the motion of the Centre with a 
"more formal and opportunistic reasoning". For the Jesuit order always seeks "to destroy the 
highest, best, ideal goods of our people, the sense of truth, freedom of conscience, and personal 
responsibility." Towards the end it says: "But it is quite incomprehensible to us how men 
belonging to the Protestant Church could abstain from voting on such a fateful day for the weal 
and woe of our people, at such an important vote, how others, mainly only in order not to see 
their mandate endangered, could abstain from voting, yes, even representatives of Berlin circles 
could vote for the admission of the Jesuit Order. In the first two cases this suggests a deplorable 
lukewarmness and indifference, in the latter case a complete lack of understanding for the 
significance of the Protestant worldview. Such men, however, do not seem to us to be the 
appointed representatives of a province of which King Frederick William J. said: 'We are 
Protestant to the bone!" This censure has been very decidedly rejected by the Reichstag 
member Professor Dr. Kropatscheck. We quote from his reply: "My Protestant conscience 
obliges me to declare quite openly to the Protestant League that | regard that evil which, either 
denying or reinterpreting the fundamental facts of salvation of our Christian faith, is allowed to 
spread itself on many pulpits of the church and chairs of the universities, as far more pernicious 
to our Protestant people than the Jesuits. It will overcome their influence if it stands firm in the 
evangelical faith; but if this is undermined and shaken by 'modern' evangelical theology, then 
our people will not only become an easy prey to Jesuitism, but will rush hopelessly towards 
religious and state ruin. "The sense of truth, liberty of conscience, and personal responsibility,’ 
which the petition calls the ‘highest, best, ideal goods of our people,’ | also esteem highly; but | 
hope faith in JEsum Christum, the true only-begotten Son of God, will appear to the signers of 
the petition, like myself, as a higher good of evangelical Christians. Whoever touches it in 
preaching or teaching may boast of his ‘freedom of conscience’ in a complete misunderstanding 
of the concept; in what the Christian calls 'sense of truth' and 'personal responsibility’ he stands, 
in my opinion, no higher morally than the Jesuits who are sharply opposed by the petition. ... To 
my knowledge, the Protestant Federation as such has never so far given a clear and unequivocal 
testimony against this 'abomination of desolation in a holy place’, to which, for me, the theological 
faculties also belong. ... | must therefore reject it as a decided arrogance to allow myself to be 
instructed by the Protestant League about what ‘Protestant lukewarmness and indifference’, 
what ‘lack of understanding for the meaning of the Protestant worldview’ is. Whoever is so 
‘lukewarm’ and ‘indifferent’ to the devouring damage to his own body, and only 
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knows continually to tell of another's wound, let him begin with honest self-examination, and not 
seek to instruct others from above." 
(A. E. L. K.) 

In Osnabriick a man died recently who made a lot of noise during the time of the separation 
movement, Colon Tiemann in the parish of Lintorf. When separation broke out in Hermannsburg, 
he, a staunch supporter of the mission there, promoted the formation of a separated congregation 
in the parishes of Barkhausen and Lintorf; church services were held on his farm, with Pastor 
Gehrold from Werden and Father Mutzelfeldt from Hermannsburg preaching. When they were 
ready to build a parsonage and a prayer room, the dispute broke out in the Separation, in 
consequence of which Tiemann broke away from Hermannsburg and joined the Missourians in 
Hanover. (A. E. L. K.) 

Jubilee of the Pontiff. On February 18 the closing ceremonies of the papal jubilee were held. 
50,000 people had gathered for the occasion. Leo XIII celebrated a mass with high praise in St. 


Peter's Church. The "Catholic News" reports: "The mass was celebrated at the papal altar. At 9 


o'clock in the morning Leo was brought into the basilica on the papal stretcher - sedia gestatoria. 
He was preceded by the cardinals and bishops. His appearance was greeted with enthusiastic 
shouts of joy by the immense crowd, among whom were many distinguished foreigners, 
diplomats, Roman nobles, knights of Malta and envoys. The entrance of the pope into the church 
was announced from the cathedral by a blast on the silver trumpets. The interior of the great 
basilica was most splendidly decorated with red and gold hangings. Four tribunes were erected 
for the diplomatic corps, the Roman aristocracy and the heads of the various religious orders. - 


At the end of the mass Leo himself intoned the "Te Deum", which was sung by the whole 
assembly. Then the pope sat down again on his chair and with the tiara on his head he blessed 


the people. Hereupon he withdrew to the chapel della Pieta amid continued cheers from the 
crowd." - The idolatry was even grosser on February 3 at the Mass for Cardinal Serafini. The 


"News" writes: "After the pope had put on the stole, he pronounced the apostolic blessing. He 
then sat down again and the priests were permitted to kiss the foot of the august pontiff. Finally 
the pope went back into the carrying-chair, and being lifted by the litter-bearers - palafrenieri - 
he passed through the ranks of the kneeling crowd in the church in benediction, and then went 
back to his private apartments amid loud applause." - This great idol, who is worshipped in 
Pabstry, is the same man who calls himself Christ's Vicar, Peter's successor, and the servant of 
the servants of God. Of Jerome of Prague we are told that one day he drew a design with his 
friends, with Christ and his disciples on one side, and the pope and his retinue on the other. The 
disciples of JEsu were painted following with bare feet their Master, who was seated on an ass, 
but the Pope and his cardinals in high pomp, on proud horses, with drummers and trumpeters. 
These pictures were publicly exhibited, and so everyone could see it with his eyes and grasp it 
with his fists that the pope does not follow Christ, as he pretends, but the devil, and that there is 
no other relationship between the pope and Christ than that between Belial and Christ. A glance 
at Rome should convince anyone who still has open eyes of this. F.B. 
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Besides such statements of Scripture as we have hitherto presented to us, 

which describe the immanent relation of the Son to the Father, there are others in 
which Christ, as our ancients express themselves, ratione humanitatis et officii sive 
otkovopiac of God the Father, under 
is separated. According to his humanity, Christ is of course inferior to the Father. 
And in his office and work, in the work of redemption which the incarnate Son of God 
carried out, he was indeed subject to the counsel and will of God. But such 
statements, in which the incarnate Son of God is presented to us in his deeds and 
sufferings, do not concern the Trinitarian relationship of the eternal Son to the eternal 
Father. But where this latter relationship is touched upon in the context of such 
passages, it only confirms what we have already recognized of it, namely, that Christ, 
on the one hand, as the Son, has his life and being from the Father and takes 
everything, his works, also his teaching (John 7:16) from the Father, and on the other 
hand, is and remains AotdpO0<, 
He is, has, and does everything of himself. As for the work of salvation, Christ 
appears in Scripture not only as the executor of God's will, as the mediator of 
salvation, but also, because he is truly God, as the Father, as the author of our 
salvation and our happiness. 

Even our ancient dogmatists recognize the fact that in Scripture, and 
especially in the New Testament, the Father is most frequently called God. But it is 
a fallacy to conclude from this that the Father is "God par excellence. That in the 
Gospels, as in the Apostolic Epistles, the title "God," 6 & e0¢, is especially attached 
to the Father, is connected with the fact that the Apostles describe first of all the 
salvific counsel and work of God, and present Christ to sinful men as their Saviour 
and Redeemer. Christ says in the 
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Gospels not only of His Father, but of God in general. But Christ was also and is truly 
human, he entered fully into the likeness of men, and therefore not only presented 
himself as a man before men, but also knew and felt himself as a man before God, 
and therefore offered up prayer, supplication, and tears to God in the days of his 
flesh. In the epistles of the apostles, the salvation and grace of the New Testament 
are traced back to God as the author and presented as having been acquired for us 
through Christ. There it is said, for example: "Blessed be God and the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, who hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly things 
through Christ." Eph. 1, 3. Or, "that in all things God might be glorified through JEsum 
Christ." 1 Pet. 4, 11. Here it is evidently not the eternal relationship of the Son to the 
Father, but Christ, the God-man, who is considered as the mediator of salvation, 
standing in the middle between God and man. 

The Scriptures often testify that the Father sent the Son into the world. Christ 
saith, "God sent not his Son into the world to judge the world, but that the world 
through him might be saved." Joh. 3, 17. "It is he that is true which hath sent me." 
Joh. 7, 28. St. Paul writes: "And when the time was fulfilled, God sent forth his Son, 
born of a woman." Gal. 4, 4. With the sending of the Son into the world, or, which is 
the same thing, with the incarnation of the Son of God, began the execution of the 
counsel of our redemption. Thus the eternal Son of God entered into a new mode of 
being, a new office and work, also a new relation to God. At the same time it 
corresponded to the personal difference of the Son from the Father that the Son was 
sent by the Father. The Lutheran dogmatists quite rightly call the missio filii temporalis 
a consequens of the generatio filii aeterna, just as they call the missio spiritus sancti 
temporalis a consequens ber processio spiritus aeterna. But this mission of the Son is no 
more proof of any superiority of the Father over the Son qua Son than is the eternal 
generation. It was not done per imperium, but, as Quenstedt aptly remarks, per 


voluntatis suae liberrimum consensum. Christ testifies of Himself, "| came forth from the 
Father, and am come into the world." Joh. 16, 28. "The Son of man came not to be 
ministered unto, but to minister," etc. Matth. 20, 28. And the apostle testifies, "that 
Christ JEsus is come into the world to save sinners." 1 Tim. 1, 15. The Son of God 
therefore came into the world, as according to the counsel and will of the Father, so 
of his own impulse and resolution, to redeem the world. 

The incarnate Son of God, of course, then served God in the state of 
humiliation as a faithful servant (Is. 53), he fulfilled the commandment of the Lord. 
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He filled His will, which He received from His Father, Joh. 10, 18. 14, 31. He 
subordinated His will to the will of the Father, Matth. 26, 39. He was obedient to God 
even to the death on the cross, Phil. 2, 8. But also in this service and obedience, in 
this subordination, which resulted from the humiliation and had the redemption of 
men as its purpose, Christ claimed His full divine sovereignty. He humbled and 
emptied Himself. Phil. 2:5. He gave His life unto death according to His own will, by 
His own authority. "| have power to suffer it, and have power to take it again." Joh. 
10, 18. 

If one always keeps this difference in mind, if one considers that it is quite a 
different thing whether something is said of Christ, the eternal Son of God, or of the 
man Jesus, who is in a state of humiliation and who acquires salvation for men 
through voluntary poverty and self-abasement, then the following scriptural 
passages, with which old and new subordinatists like to operate, do not present any 
considerable difficulties. 

A word of Scripture, on which the ancient Arians and Semiarians already 
insisted and defied the Athanasians, is the saying of Christ Marc. 13, 32.: "But of the 
day and hour no man knoweth, neither the angels in heaven, neither the Son, but 
the Father alone (st 0 -atyp)." How? here a distinction is taught between the Father 
and the eternal Son as to the divine omniscience? Must it be conceded hereafter 
that the Deity of the Father is superior to the Deity of the Son at least in the One 
piece, that only God the Father, but not God the Son, knows of the last day? From 
time immemorial people have tried to help themselves in various ways. Ambrose 
thinks that the words "not even the Son" are interpolated, inserted into the text by 
the Arians. But all old codices offer the above reading, which is thus well attested. 
Other old commentators gloss the words in the following way: Filius novit sibi, nescit 


nobis. But this means to do violence to the text. Most papist theologians interpret 
Christ's saying to mean that Christ knew the last day well, and only said that he knew 
nothing about it, and for salutary reasons concealed his knowledge from his 
disciples. This is also a bad excuse, which, moreover, charges Christ with an untruth. 
Nay, Christ, in clear and brief words, denies to himself the knowledge of the last day. 
The most widespread view of Christ's clear words, already among the ancient 
doctrinal fathers, and then adopted by all Lutheran dogmatists, i.e. the true 
ecclesiastical view, is that Christ, as a man in a state of humiliation, did not know the 
last day, and in this matter renounced the use of his omniscience. And this version 
is not a mere stopgap, but corresponds both to the text and the context. 
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Christ says: "But of that day and hour knoweth no man", no man knows. He 
continues: "Not even the angels, not in heaven," not even the holy angels, the higher 
creatures, who surpass men in wisdom, know on what day or at what hour the end 
of the world will come. And finally it is said, "neither the Son," and then follows the 
contrast, "but the Father alone." Here Christ evidently joins with all men, yea, with all 
creatures, of course the rational creatures, to whom any knowledge at all is proper, 
in One Category, as is indicated by the phrase oudeic - 

The Father is the only one who knows about that day, which is known only to the 


Father. No creature, even the highest and noblest, knows about that day, which only 
the Father knows. So out of his human, creaturely consciousness, as a man, the Lord 
speaks these words. He is a man among men, and so has a share in that human 
ignorance which is common to all men, even to men and angels. The Father, to whom 
nothing is hidden, not even the last day, stands here in contrast, not to the Son, who 
was born of him and is of his nature, but to the whole creature, into which the Son 
also belongs, since his incarnation and precisely according to his human nature. In 
order to understand this, however, we must immediately reflect on the state of 
humiliation in which Christ found himself when he spoke these words. This very 
ignorance also signifies a difference between the state of humiliation and the state of 
exaltation. When the disciples put to the exalted Christ, who was about to ascend to 
heaven, the question, "Lord, wilt thou at this time restore the kingdom to Israel?" that 
is, they asked him the day and the hour, he did not answer that he himself did not 
know, but rather said, "It behoveth you not to know the time or the hour, which the 
Father hath reserved unto his power." Apost. 1, 7. He thus deliberately denied them 
a revelation that was not theirs, that would not have been beneficial to them, but that 
he could have given them. The Father knows the time and hour when God's kingdom 
will be revealed in power and glory, and the Son knows it too, but for the sake of his 
disciples, he does not want them to know what he knows and what his Father knows. 
The not knowing of the last day, therefore, was not at all a characteristic of Christ's 
human nature, but belonged to the human weaknesses which Christ put away with 
his exaltation, with the glorification of his human nature. But this again is not to be 
understood as if Christ, with His Incarnation, had entirely laid aside His divine 
omniscience, as well as His divine omnipotence, for the time of His walk on earth, as 
the Cenotists of to-day suppose. No, in Christ, since he took on the flesh of the 
children of men, dwelt the whole fullness of the Godhead bodily; in his body, in his 
humanity, there were also 
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all the treasures of wisdom hidden from the beginning. The gospels are full of 
testimonies of the omniscience of the man Jesus. In the very speech of which the 
last part is the saying of Christ, Marc. 13, the Lord, in prophesying the end of 
Jerusalem and the end of the world and all the signs of His future, brilliantly showed 
His omniscience. But as to this One point, time, day, and hour of His return, He 
withdrew the rays of His omniscience, withdrew them from His human 
consciousness, and gave place to human weakness, to human limitation of 
knowledge; He Himself, voluntarily, uttered Himself, for the love of men, whose 
salvation He had aimed at by His incarnation and humiliation. JEsus, speaking thus, 
really knew nothing of the day, but precisely because he, who otherwise knew all 
things, did not wish to know it, he renounced in this piece the custom and exercise 
of his divine omniscience, for the benefit of us men, his brethren. The whole context 
of the speech points to the salutary purpose of this not-knowing of JEsu. The great 
prophecy of the Lord from the end of Marc. 13 runs out into an earnest, urgent 
exhortation, which JEsus addresses to His disciples, into the admonition to watch 
and pray and prepare for His future. The very next verse, v. 33, says: "Watch, watch 
and pray! For ye know not when the time is." It would not be conducive to watching 
and praying if the disciples of the Lord knew exactly on what day the Lord would 
return. It is not an eagerness for salvation, but forwardness and curiosity, and it has 
dire consequences if the disciples of JEsu certainly want to find out the day and hour. 
Under such brooding and searching, faith and the zeal of sanctification slacken. The 
example of the Christians in Thessalonica proves this. And now the Lord, in order to 
hinder his brethren from this perilous way, in order to heal them of the unrighteous 
covetousness which seeks to search out the day and the hour, offers love and 
condescends to their weakness and ignorance, and himself, as it were, puts a 
covering over his face, so that he does not see the last day. How could we now 
trouble ourselves about day and hour, after our Lord and Master has renounced such 


knowledge! Cyril aptly remarks: Oportet misericordiam Dei verbi admirari, quod non 
recusaverit propter nos ad tantam humilitatem descendere, ut omnia nostra et ipsam etiam 
ignorantiam humanam susciperet. The saying of Christ, Marc. 13, 32, therefore, 
concerns the economy of salvation; it is about what the Son of Man did, suffered, 
and took upon Himself for our sake in the days of His lowliness, not about His 


essential deity, not about the relationship of the only begotten Son to the Father. 
The interpretation of Christ's words given here is not opposed to the fact that Christ 


calls Himself B@ 6 voc, "the Son." This, of course, does not mean 
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Son of man, but the Son of God. But the sentence that the Son of God does not 
know the last day does not imply that Christ, as the Son of God, did not know it. It is 
a common way of speaking in Scripture that the "Son of God" also predicates that 
which in itself belongs to the human nature of Christ. This subject "Son of God" is 
often, like the name "Son of Man" or "Christ," the designation of the whole person, 
the God-man, and to this unified person, who may be named in this way or that, 
idioms of both divine and human nature are ascribed, and it always follows from the 
context whether Christ did or suffered this or that according to his divine or his human 
nature. When Christ, the Son of God, is said to have done and suffered humanly, 
the opinion is that this whole person, the “avdpwzoc, does and suffers that, that the 
Son of God, the Logos, appropriated to himself human peculiarities and 
weaknesses, made human doing and suffering, as it is said, appropriate to his own 
doing and suffering. Thus it is said in Apost. 20:28, that God purchased the church 
by his own blood. Christ shed his blood, suffered, died, and that only according to 
his human nature. The Godhead is incapable of suffering and dying. But the Son of 
God, the Logos, has vindicated himself of this suffering and death, it is really and 
truly the suffering and death, the blood of the Son of God, God himself is dead, and 
for this very reason, because the whole, full Godhead lies in the waggon, this 
suffering and death is powerful for our redemption. It is the same with the statement 
that the Son of God did not know the last day. This not knowing is a weakness of his 
human nature, but the Son of God, the Word, has also appropriated this not knowing 
to himself. And this is the emphasis of our passage, the adorable mercy of God, that 
the eternal Son of God, who can never deny his omniscience in any respect, 
condescended so low for our sakes and took upon himself, along with all other 
human weaknesses, this weakness, this human ignorance. 

The difficulty is not in the words of Christ. They are clear and plain according 
to the context. It is only when we try to make Christ's clear statement somewhat 
plausible to reason that we encounter difficulties, and insurmountable difficulties at 
that. It is an unfathomable mystery that Christ, who as God always knew everything, 
as a lowly man knew nothing of the last day. It is utterly incomprehensible to us how 
divine omniscience and partial ignorance can coincide in one person, how it is 
possible that Christ should have refrained not only from the use of his omnipotence, 
but also, if it seemed good to him, from the use of his omniscience. 
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...that I've done my job. If one points to mean human analogies, if one recalls, for 
example, that even a man, a scholar that man, too, a scholar, knows some things 
primo actu, but not secundo actu, that is to say, that many things he has learned are 
accumulated in his mind, without his having everything he knows always present, 
that he must always first, by an act of will, as needed, bring this or that out of the 
hidden storehouse and lead it back into his consciousness, If this is the case, then 
at most the possibility of a latent, dormant knowledge, which, after all, is not a non- 
knowledge, is shown, but now and never the secret of the always effective 
omniscience of the Logos and the simultaneous partial non-knowledge of the man 
Jesus is brought closer to our thinking and comprehension. This mystery, however, 
coincides with the mystery of the person of Christ in general. If we first begin to try 
to solve the mystery of Christ with our intellect, and to form a uniform conception of 
the God-man, we shall soon have lost either true humanity or true divinity, and finally 
both. 

A similar meaning has the saying of Christ Joh. 14, 28: "The Father is greater 
than |", from which already older Subordinatians drew the conclusion: Christus non 


est supremus Deus. Here, too, Christ has in view not His divine nature, but His human 
nature in the state of humiliation. The context of the discourse leaves no doubt as to 
the right understanding of these words. It is said in vv. 27 and 28: "Let not your heart 
be troubled, neither let it be afraid. Ye have heard that | said unto you: | go away, 
and come again unto you. If ye loved me, ye would rejoice that | said: | go to the 
Father. For the Father is greater than I." The HEART had told His disciples of His 
going to the Father. He was now preparing to go to the Father through suffering, 
dying, rising again. This speech had filled the hearts of the disciples with sorrow, 
even with fear and terror. So this is how their Lord and Master was going to leave 
them? Were they to remain in the world without him, and to stand alone against the 
enmity of the world? Then the Lord comforted his disciples and showed them that 
his going to the Father was not a cause of fear, terror, or sorrow for them, but rather 
a cause of joy, because the Father to whom he was going was greater than he. His 
going to the greater Father is first of all a joyful event for himself. If his disciples loved 
him, they would rejoice that he was now going to the Father, and would grant him 
this happiness. But only in that case does the going to the greater Father bring 
happiness and profit to himself, when the greatness of the Father benefits himself. 
Christ goes to the Father, who is greater than he, and thereby participates in the 
greatness of the Father. By going to the Father he makes full use of the divine power. 
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and majesty, naturally with regard to his human nature, since his entrance, his human 
suffering, death and resurrection help him to the greatness of the Father. And what 
is happiness and profit to Himself is at the same time a cause of great joy to the 
disciples of Jesus. After Christ has gone to the greater Father, He wants to come to 
them again, but not visibly, in lesser form, but as the One who has gone to the 
Father, in the greatness of His Father. As the exalted one, he wants to and will shield 
his faithful on earth with his omnipresence, protect and preserve them with his 
powerful arm, and he will and can then protect and preserve them better and more 
powerfully than now, when he stays with his disciples in poverty and lowliness. From 
this connection of the discourse it is sufficiently evident that Christ's words, "The 
Father is greater than I," mark the lowly state of His earthly life, which comes to an 
end with His going to the Father. Nothing is further from the context than the thought 
that the Son is God in a lesser degree and measure than the Father. 

This right sense and understanding of Christ's words has not escaped even 
the better among the newer exegetes. Hengstenberg writes: "That the Father is 
greater than JEsus only makes His departure to the Father seem pleasing when 
Christ is received by Him into the fellowship of the Father's glory, cf. C. 17, 5. S. a. 
a.: For if | be with the Father, | shall be greater than | am now. From this it is evident 
that Christ is not here opposed to the Father according to His original nature, nor 
according to His human nature in general, for this was exalted with (?) to the right 
hand of the Father; but here it is spoken of a state which is laid aside by the entrance 
to the Father, but according to His whole empirical personality, the Christ come in 
the flesh, appearing in the form of a servant, as He then lived and lived. The Arians 
had so little right to use this passage in their interest, that rather the reception of 
Christ into the full glory of the Father taught here serves to refute their false doctrine. 
The likeness of glory has as its condition the likeness of essence." "Only such a 
greater being of the Father can be meant, which came to an end when Christ went 
to the Father. Explanations such as the 'God can protect you better than my earthly 
presence’ or 'the Father is a more powerful protection’ fail because the going to the 
Father is first presented as a pleasing event for Christ Himself." Keil remarks: "But 
the Father's being greater can be a cause of joy to the disciples only in that case 
when JEsus, by his going to the Father, enters into the participation in the Father's 
greatness." "If JEsus, comparing His temporal humiliation (Phil. 2, 8.) with the 
Father's position of power in heaven, calls the Father greater, this saying teaches 
neither an essential infer- 
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order of the Son under the Father (LUcke), nor an eternal kenosis within the Trinity 
(Liebner)." 

Finally, we recall the interpretation that Luther gives of the present passage: 
"To go to the Father means nothing else than to depart from this mortal life (in which 
| have served the Father and you, humbled among all men), that is, to depart from 
the pitiful valley and prison into the glorious heavenly castle, and eternal divine 
abode, where | shall reign at the right hand of the Father, and be a lord over all that 
is in heaven and on earth, which | cannot do in this house of service and servile 
being; | must first direct my service and set my life to it.... This should be your comfort 
and joy, and both you and | should gladly grant it, if you understand it and love me 
completely, as you will learn hereafter. Therefore he causeth it, and saith: "For the 
Father is greater than |. As if to say, This shall be a great comfort unto you, that | 
come into the great kingdom of my Father, where | shall reign, even as the Father, 
in everlasting dominion over all creatures, etc.... But this saying, though it is plainly 
spoken, has been used by the heretics who denied the deity of Christ, and they have 
been greatly displeased with it. For they ran hard against the Christians, saying: 
Thou hearest the word of the Lord, that he saith the Father is greater than he. Now 
if the Father be greater than he, Christ is not like him: therefore he cannot be like 
him, being eternal God. Wherefore it is necessary to take heed diligently, and to 
persevere in it, that we may see what Christ is speaking of; and so we may 
understand the language of what it means to be greater.... Now thou seest that all 
these things are not spoken of, how Christ is God or man, or what is his nature and 
essence, whether he be greater or less than the Father, but of these things he saith, 
that they should not be afraid, that he should depart from them. And these words 
are the cause: for he goeth unto the Father. How does this rhyme with the fact that 
they should not be afraid? Therefore it is because of what it means to go to the 
Father. Now it is not called being born of the Father, but it is called entering into the 
Father's kingdom, wherein he becomes like the Father, and is recognized and 
honored in the same majesty. Therefore | am going," he says, "to be greater than | 
am now, that is, to the Father. For the kingdom which | am to occupy at the right 
hand of the Father is above all things, and is better that | should pass from littleness 
and weakness (wherein he went on earth, suffering and dying) into power and 
dominion, wherein the Father is and reigns in almighty majesty." St. Louis ed. VIII, 
476-479. G. St. 

(To be continued.) 
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(Continued.) 

On the Via Aurelia, three miles outside the city, was the Coemeterium Calepodii. 
There Pope Julius was buried, having died on April 12, 352. He was succeeded in 
infallibility by Liberius, a pope who had abandoned the same Athanasius whom 
Julius had defended, and had dropped the confession which had been exalted at 
Sardica. 

In 353 a synod was assembled at Arles in France. This synod was not called 
by the bishop of Rome, but at his request by the emperor Constantius, who had been 
the sole ruler of the empire since the murder of his brother Constance and the defeat 
of the usurper Magnentius, and this synod did the Arian emperor a favor and 
condemned Athanasius. Among those who signed the sentence was the Rome 
bishop's representative, Vincentius, bishop of Capua. 

Two years later, in 355, there was another synod in Milan, which again had not 
been called by the pope, but by the emperor at his urgent request, who also took 
part in the negotiations and once again pushed through his purpose, a condemnation 
of Athanasius. This time the deputies of the Roman bishop, who had painfully 
lamented the denial of his representative in Arelate, remained steadfast, and when 
the emperor had Liberius himself brought by force to Milan, in order to force him also 
to condemn Athanasius, whom the whole world had already judged, Liberius 
remained steadfast and was sent into exile by the emperor. By the emperor's order, 
the archdeacon Felix was ordained bishop in Rome. 

Again two years had passed, when on April 28, 357, the emperor made his 
entry into the ancient capital of the empire. The Roman ladies used this occasion to 
petition for the recall of their bishop Liberius, and Constantius gave ear to this 
request. The price, however, at which Liberius bought his return was the denial of 
Athanasius and the Nicene Creed, the subscription to an Arian formula of faith. This 
is attested by Sozomenus, 1) Hilarius, 2) Athanasius, 3) Jerome. 4) The Roman 
people, however, gave the bishop, who had returned as a denier of the truth, a 
stately reception. When then in 359 at the double synod of Seleucia and Rimini 
Arianism was victorious all along the line and, as Jerome writes, the globe 


1) H. E. IV, 15. 2) Fragm. VI, 4. 
3) Hist. Arian, ad monach 41. Apol. e. Arian. 89 sq. 
4) Chron, ad. a. 352. de script, eccl. 97. 
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and was astonished to see that he was Arian, 1) Tiberius was again too noble to 
appear at the synod himself. He was not, however, among those who at Nimini, 
weakened, accepted the Arian confession. But he, too, silently bowed his neck 
under the yoke that had been put right in that night session of the Pre-Conference 
of Sirmium and, with some deterioration, had also been imposed on the Church of 
the West at Rimini and was borne without protest until the death of the Emperor 
Constantius. 

Whereas Tiberius, after all the shameful trouble he had caused, would have 
had cause to repent in sackcloth and ashes, it was he who, after times had changed 
again under Julianus Apostata, spoke the great word and played the magnanimous 
and strict at the same time, by indicating to the bishops of his diocese that all who 
had sinned at Rimini should be absolved if they condemned the authors of the error; 
on the other hand, all who refused to do so were to experience the severity of the 
Catholic Church. 2) This behavior is already strongly reminiscent of the later popes, 
who claimed for themselves the saying: "The clergy judges everything and is judged 
by no one. 

Nevertheless, history has not lacked judgment on Tiberius. Not only had 
attempts been made since the beginning of the sixth century to remove Tiberius, 
who was tainted with Arianism, from the list of popes, but immediately after the death 
of Liberius on September 24, 366, the judgment began. But immediately after the 
death of Liberius, which occurred on September 24, 366, the judgment began, in 
that in the ambiguous election of a pope, which now followed, not only was Ursinus, 
chosen by the party of Liberius, seated opposite another party, to which almost the 
entire clergy of the community belonged, the deacon Damasus of the Church of St. 
Laurence, but also after bloody appearances, after one of which, as the pagan 
Ammianus Marcellinus reports, 3) 137 slain were found in a church, not Ursinus, the 
successor of Liberius, but Damasus, the successor of Felix, retained the upper hand 
and remained recognized as bishop of Rome, as he also stands to this day in the 
list of Roman popes. 

And it is not for nothing that the Romans are eager to exalt Damasus' praise. 
For Damasus was the first Roman bishop who vested in the "apostolic see" of Rome 
the power and ability inherited from St. Peter himself to govern the whole church. 


1) Adv. Lucif. 19: Ingemuit orbis et Arianum se esse miratus est. 
2) Hilar, fragm. XIl, 1. 
3) Ber. gestar. L. XXVII, 3, 11. 
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While in the Occident, where the waves of the doctrinal struggle had never 
risen as high as in the Orient, the ship of the Church was for the time being drifting 
again before the Nicene wind, over in the East, especially under the fanatically Arian 
Valens, Homoeans, Homoeusians, Anomoeans, Pneumatomachs, Apollinarians 
raged wildly through one another, and the tribulation of the faithful Nicenians 
became a reason to turn to the Occident for strengthening and support. Thus letters 
from Basil the Great and others came to Rome and to the bishops of the West, in 
which the miserable, miserable plight of the Oriental Church was described and the 
request was made to the brethren in the West to come to the aid of the oppressed 
co-religionists in the Orient with a unanimous testimony by sending a synod to be 
held in the Orient and through it to bring the confession of Nicaea back to honor. If, 
of course, the Roman pope had already been recognized as the infallible teacher of 
Christendom, he could simply have been asked for a decision ex cathedra; but neither 
Basil nor anyone else in the Orient, nor Damasus himself, nor anyone else in the 
Occident thought of this. On the other hand, the time soon came when Basil spoke 
in avery disgruntled manner, because from Rome, where one was careful not to put 
oneself in danger by sending a doctrinal synod to the Orient, the turmoil in the Orient 
had been increased still further, in that in Antioch Roman church politics were 
practiced and a party of doubtful orthodoxy was given the floor. The conditions of 
the Orient, he says, are not understood over there, and the way to learn to 
understand them is not entered into, and through humble petitions one only 
becomes proud in Rome. When, however, the distress rose still higher, Basil also 
came again with letters of supplication to "the fellow bishops in Gaul and Italy," and 
when later Damasus took a stand with a Roman synod against Apollinarism, Basil 
was highly pleased about it. Then, when after the death of Valens, who had favored 
the strict Arians and persecuted all others, the Semiarians again raised their heads, 
Basil again turned to Rome. This was followed by a gracious letter, in which 
Damasus, with Roman modesty, gives the Oriental bishops the testimony that, in 
paying the due homage to the apostolic see, they have honored themselves most, 
while at the same time he points out that the holy apostle, who had sat in the holy 
church, had taught him how to guide the helm) This is the first time that we have 
heard a Roman bishop speak in this way. In the days of Bishop Julius, it was the 
synod assembled in Rome whose judgment the bishop promulgated; here it is the 
bishop who, instructed by Peter himself, determines the course that the church must 
follow. 


1) Theodorei, H. E. V, 10th: ev 77 dyi.a exkAnoia, év n 6 aylog atréaToAo¢ Ka-&é- COpEvoS 
ididage IWS TIPOONKE!I NUS Tov Oiakac -&UvElv, od¢ avedeEdue'da. 
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From this presumption of the Roman bishop, of course, there was still a long 
way to go before such claims would have been recognized by the church. This was 
especially evident from the fact that, although in the year 380 a Roman synod under 
Damasus had condemned the errors of the Arians and the Macedonians in 24 
anathematisms and had announced this judgment to the Orientals, the latter did not 
regard the matter as settled, but, as if nothing had happened, took it up again at the 
ecumenical synod at Constantinople in 381 and brought it to a conclusion by 
establishing their own confession. 

But in another respect this synod is significant for the evaluation of Rome's 
position in Christendom at that time. Among the canons of the Synod of 
Constantinople, the third one stated that "the bishop of Constantinople should have 
the honorary precedence after that of Rome, because that city is the new Rome. 1) 
With this, however, the Roman See was given precedence, but not that of a regent's 
see over Christendom, but that of a primus inter pares, an honorary precedence, by 
virtue of which the series of noble episcopal sees was to begin with Rome, and that 
of Constantinople was to follow the Roman as next. The precedence of Rome was 
not based on the fact that the Roman bishop was the successor of Peter; but if the 
rank of the bishop of the new imperial capital was to be based on the fact that he 
had his seat in New Rome, the precedence of the bishop in Old Rome was thus 
represented as based on the dignity and prestige of the ancient capital of the West. 
But this at the same time set the wedge which, after centuries of struggle between 
the two princes of the Church, divided the Catholic Church into an Oriental and an 
Occidental. By the third canon of the Synod of 381, the rivalry between the chairs of 
Rome and Constantinople was, so to speak, formally set on the program of history, 
the further course of which then brought with it the development of an occidental 
papacy, the establishment of an occidental world power as the support and 
instrument of the papacy, a Winfrid, a Charles Martel, a Pipin, a Charlemagne, a 
Louis the Pious, and other phenomena to the understanding of which the third canon 
of 381 can contribute its share. 

But the Bishop of Rome, from the days of Damasus onwards, established his 
position in the Church in a very different way from the Synod of Constantinople. 
Damasus had not based his position on the prestige of his city and his congregation, 
but on the fact that he, the bishop on the throne 
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Peter himself taught Peter to take the helm. This is the progress we have to record 
here. This position, first taken by Damasus, has remained that of his successors to 
this day. There already lies the seed of the dogma of infallibility, at the promulgation 
of which Pius IX also invoked the divine assistance that "was promised to him in the 
person of St. Peter. 

A faithful successor of Damasus, who died in December 384, was Siricius, the 
author of the first existing Decretals. This is a reply dated February 11, 385, toa 
letter addressed to Damasus by the Spanish bishop Himerius of Tarragona, but 
received after Siricius took office, the answer to which Siricius took over as a matter 
of course. Although the answers which he gives to the questions put to him, as far 
as doctrine is concerned, are almost entirely wrong, and the exegetical reasoning, 
as often as he tries to give it, is incorrect, the prelate who decrees ex cathedra 
nevertheless shows himself to be the one whose pronouncements have binding 
force, so that those who do not follow them "separate themselves from the firmness 
of the apostolic rock on which Christ founded the whole Church. He is "the head of 
the body," the heir of Peter's ministry, who, or in whose person Peter himself, bears 
the burdens of all the oppressed, and is in all things under the protection of Peter. 
In later papal letters of a fine hand, too, he is the chief bishop, whose jurisdiction 
extends over the whole church, and to whom "the care of all the common people" is 
entrusted. From his first Decretal on, Siricius, with his exaltation of the celibate and 
his disparagement of the married state as an impure, animal relationship, to which 
he dares to apply the words of Rom. 8, 8: "But those who are carnal may not please 
God," stands out as the one who "does not respect the love of women" and "forbids 
to become married," Dan. 11, 37. 1 Tim. 4, 3. In his decrees, which are mainly pieces 
of self-chosen holiness, Siricius is unmistakably the "man of sin" who is in the 
process of vigorous development, who by his statutes, for which he claims apostolic 
authority, makes and increases sin, and not only puts the gospel, which preaches 
the righteousness that is valid before God, in the corner, but buries and covers it 
with a mass of vain workmanship. Of this just one more example. After an Epiphany 
Synod in 386, Siricius writes to the churches in Africa. Instead of edifying his 
brethren with evangelical remembrance of the consolation of the Gentiles, he 
informs them of a series of laws which they too must observe in order to preserve 
peace in the church, and inculcates in them that whoever rebels against these 
regulations is excluded from fellowship with him and faces eternal damnation. And 
these were regulations such as that no cleric should marry a widow. 


"A mediator is not a mediator of one; but God is one." 111 


and that no priest or deacon should have conjugal intercourse, since a man "defiled 
with carnal lust cannot expect that his prayers will be heard," as it is written in Titus 
1:15: "Nothing is pure to the unclean." 
Thus, in the days of Siricius, the Antichrist was already clearly on the way. 
A.G. 
(To be continued.) 


Gal. 3, 20: "One mediator is nota 
mediator of one; but God is one.” 


(Conclusion.) 

With the words v. 19 b.: "The law is given by the angels through the hand of 
the mediator", we now come to the difficult passage. The mediator in this verse can 
be none other than Moses, as Luther has already correctly recognized. He says: 
"Then the preaching of the law is not only by the angels, who are servants, but also 
by another servant, who is inferior to the angels, namely, a man, that is (as he says 
here), by the hand of the mediator, that is, Moses. But Christ is not a servant, but the 
LORD himself." (IX, 422 f.) Likewise among the Aelteren Balduin, Seb. Schmidt, 
Stock in his Clavis, Bengel; among the Neueren Winer, Meyer, Philippi, v. Hofmann, 
Cremer in his Wérterbuch. It is quite contrary to the context when some church 
fathers, Calov (Bibl. Ill.) and others understand Christ by the Mediator, for clearly 
and distinctly St. Paul refers to the historical process of the giving of the law from 
Mount Sinai. But what is to be said by this, that the law is put by the angels through 
the hand of the Mediator? Let us keep firmly in view what this whole execution is 
about: Salvation is not of the law, but of the promise. Immediately before it is said, 
The law has only a pedagogical purpose, and is only a transitory institute. The law, 
then, is the lesser, the promise the greater. Thus, according to the context, the 
words, "The law was given by the angels through the hand of the Mediator," do not 
contain a circumstance glorifying the law, as some commentators (Deyling, Meyer, 
and others) say, but a circumstance disparaging the law, disparaging it in relation to 
the covenant of promise made with Abraham. So Philippi and v. Hofmann. The latter 
remarks: "In itself and in relation to all other laws, it is certainly something great, that 
the ordinance of the law of Israel is not only a miracle, but also a miracle, because 
of the sensually perceptible, but also miraculous phenomena and events, in which 
the law of Israel is not only a miracle, but also a miracle. 
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it has been accomplished, can be called one accomplished by angels." (In this sense 
Stephen reproaches the Jews Apost. 7:53: "Ye have received the law by the 
ministrations of angels, and have not kept it.") "But in the present place it is not 
contrasted with other acts of legislation which have taken place outside the sphere 
of the history of salvation, but with the appearance of the posterity, to whom God has 
given promise; and therefore the angels, by whom this law was ordained, cannot be 
mentioned for the purpose of reminding us of the glory of the same." (The Holy 
Scriptures, etc., Epistle to the Galatians, pp. 87. 88.) The inferiority of the law to the 
promise consists in this, that the Lord himself appeared to Abraham, and himself, 
immediately gave him the promise; but in the law the Lord made use of angels (it is 
ordained by angels), and of a mediator (by the hand of the mediator), namely, Moses. 
To this follows v. 20: But a mediator is not a mediator of one; but God is one, 5 dé 
peaitys évdc oby EoTLV, 0 de dé0¢ EI¢ EoTY, literally, The Mediator. 

is not One, i.e. one party mediator, but God is One. 1) 

The words themselves are easy, the difficulty lies in the brevity and 
conciseness of the expression. The parallel which St. Paul draws between the law 
and the promise is here only hinted at, not carried out. Attention is to be paid to two 
words in particular, to the word peoitng and to the numeral word xxx; the incorrect 
version of these has made the passage one of such difficulty, and has given rise to 
the tangle of the most manifold interpretations. The first half of the verse, "a mediator 
is not a mediator of one," is a general proposition, an axiom, a general truth. The 
sense is: a mediator always presupposes two parties between whom he mediates; 
he is not a mediator of one only. The mediator in this 20th verse, therefore, is neither 
Moses (so Balduin, Seb. Schmidt, Bengel, and others) nor Christ (so Calov, Deyling, 
and others), but a mediator as such, in general. So Philippi, Meyer, Cremer, v. 
Hofmann. The latter says: "Without question this (a mediator is not a mediator of one) 
is a general proposition, and its subject the mediator as such, not Moses as the one 
here in question, nor Christ as the mediator par excellence." (p. 88.) 2) The 


1) eévoc might, indeed, in and of itself also be conceived as the genitive of the neuter; but 
that in the following clause shows that it is to be understood as the genitive of the masculine. 

2) Luther, too, although he understands Christ by the mediator (p. 430), yet says: "Here 
he compares these two mediators with each other, though only casually and in wonderful brevity, 
yet in such a way that he does enough for the attentive reader, who immediately understands 
(since the word mediator is a general one) that he is speaking in general of a mediator, not of 
Moses alone. A mediator, he says, is not a mediator of one; but this word necessarily 
comprehends 
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The general version of the article x is a quite common Greek and Hellenistic idiom, 
for which reason Winer briefly remarks: 6 jeoityc est generatim, and in his 
Commentary p. 57, as in his Grammar § 18, 7th ed. Now the numeral word xxx, 
which occurs in both clauses: a mediator is not of one (ivdc) mediator; but God is 
one (xxx). The simplest is the right. Hold xxx in its basic numerical meaning, that in 
both clauses it denotes One as opposed to two or more. It is not to be set down why, 
as Cremer, Wb. 4th ed. p. 577, and other exegetes urge, ---7 should denote 
"numerical" unity in the first clause and "qualitative" unity in the second. There is 
nothing in the context to indicate that in the second clause the unitas Dei is to be 
stated, and that God cannot contradict Himself, any more than, according to the 
Greek usage, xxx can ever = 0 avtoc and designate God as "the same," as 
"unchangeable." 

But what does St. Paul want to say with this 20th verse? Let us again keep in 
mind that the basic idea of the whole passage is: Salvation does not come from the 
law, but from the promise. The law is the lesser, the promise the greater. The law is 
given by the angels by the hand of the Mediator, but a Mediator (xx yeTaBatikév) is 


not a Mediator of one, but God (adversativum) is one. In legislating from Mount Sinai, 
God made use of a mediator. But a mediator, by virtue of his term, requires at least 
two parties, who stand opposite to each other as such, and enter into a contract with 
each other. The mediator is, as it were, the representative of both parties, and has 
to state the mutual conditions and obligations under which the contract is to be 
concluded, has, as it were, to go back and forth between the two parties between 
whom a contract is to be made. In the legislation the two parties were God and the 
people of Israel. Moses was the mediator. By using a mediator, God was indicated 
as making a contract with Israel, a contract under certain conditions. And so it was. 
God promised the people of Israel eternal life in His law, but the fulfillment of this 
promise was dependent on the people of Israel also keeping the law of God, 
remaining faithful to it, not breaking the covenant, not trampling the contract 
underfoot. It is quite different with the promise which God made to Abraham, v. 16. 
19. There God does not use a mediator, but acts in his own person, as xxx, speaks 
to Abraham of An two parties.... Therefore a mediator is not a mediator of one, but of mingling 
two.... Hence it is that Paul uses this general saying, 'A mediator is not a mediator of one." (p. 
428 f.) 
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face to face. There are not two opposing parties who enter into a contract based on 
conditions, but God is active, appears as One, as the One who acts and promises. 
From this it is evident that the covenant made with Abraham is not conditional, like 
a contract made through a mediator, and requires something in return, but is 
unconditional and free, that is, it is a covenant of grace, a promise of grace, 

Anayyedia, yapioua. As, then, the external circumstance that 
God used a Mediator in making the law, indicates that the promises of the law are 
conditional, so the external circumstance that God acts as One, without a Mediator, 
in making the covenant with Abraham, indicates that these promises (of the gospel) 
are free, unconditional promises of grace. 

It is obvious that this explanation, which is completely permissible linguistically, 
fits best into the context of the text. For in this way the great distance of the law from 
the promise made to Abraham is again emphasized, the inferiority of the law is 
demonstrated, and the sola gratia is brought to the fore. 1) 

The many other explanations given about this passage can of course not be 
registered and considered here. Meyer lists only the most important ones in his 
commentary and fills 15 pages with them. The objection, however, which he raises 
against the above explanation, that the xxxxx (0 de #ed¢ gic totiv) cannot be taken 
historically, but must rather stand, is settled by the fact that the present tense points 
precisely to the present, permanent character of the promise, just as v. 18. stands 
for the present perfect yeyéptotat and not the aorist. 

With the given interpretation, which is represented by Hofmann, Philippi, Nebe 
and Fricke with some modifications, the following is also in agreement. The apostle 
continues in v. 21: "How then is the law contrary to the promises of God? Let that 
be far off!" and aptly Philippi gives this as the connection of thought with v. 20: "The 
law, which was given through a mediator between God and men, and therefore in 
the way of a contract between the two parts, and therefore essentially different from 
the promise, could thereby appear to introduce a different mode of beatification from 
the promises, and therefore to be contrary to the latter, that they should no longer 
apply. From the characterization of the law, which the apostle gave in vv. 19 and 20, 
the thought could arise again, as if it were intended to annul the free gift of grace, 
as if the free gift of grace were to be annulled again by contractually stipulated 
performance." (P. 130.) This inference the apostle rejects: 


1) St. Paul proves to be a sharp dialectician here as well as in other passages of his letters. 
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Far be it! and then justifies this with the following: Yea, if there were a law given, 
which could make alive, and procure eternal life, righteousness, which is before 
God, would truly come from the law. But that appointed case does not take place, 
v. 22. Rather the Scripture has it all (1& mavra = tovg mavrac) decided under 
If all things are subject to sin, the law cannot justify, but only increase sin and 
condemnation, that the promise, the salvation, the inheritance, may come through 
faith in Jesus Christ, given to those who believe. 

Thus it was proved anew that justification came not from the law, but from 
faith. 

The apostle concludes v. 23 and 24 by answering the objection made in v. 19: 
What then is the law for? following up v. 22. "But before faith came, we were kept 
under the law, and shut up unto the faith that should be revealed. So (@oté) the law 


has been our disciplinarian (zai0a- ywydc) unto Christ, that we might be justified by 
faith." 

V. 25-29. faith has come, so we are no longer under the disciplinarian. "For ye 
are all the children of God through faith in Christ JEsu. For as many of you as have 
been baptized have put on Christ. Here is neither Jew nor Greek, here is neither 
bond nor free, here is neither male nor female; for ye are all one in Christ JEsu. But 
if ye be Christ's, then are ye Abraham's seed, and heirs according to the promise." 
cf. v. 7. L. F. 


Miscellany. 


The "Neue Kirchliche Zeitschrift" publishes in the third issue of the current year 
a treatise which bears the title: "Eine brennende Frage. These are the last words 
which flowed from the pen of the well-known Erlangen theologian, Prof. Frank. Frank 
is here polemicizing against an essay by Professor D. Max Reischle of Giessen, 
entitled: "Faith in JEsus Christ and the Historical Investigation of His Life." Reischle, 
a true Ritschlian, wants to hold fast the sentence "JEsus Christ our Saviour and 
HErr, he is the way, the truth, and the life," and in so doing denies all positive 
foundations of the Christian faith, the true deity of Christ, the miraculous conception 
and birth, the resurrection of JEsu Christ, his ascension, the visible return to 
judgment, etc. Frank shows what "self-delusion" it is, if in this case one still wants to 
"personally believe in Jesus Christ". 
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stum" to be able to preserve it. He wants faith to be founded on "the facts of sacred 
history," "because they are realities. But now the burning question for us is: By what 
are these facts of sacred history vouchsafed to us? We say: by the Word alone, 
which is written there. Frank points to another instance, to the subjective experience 
of the Christian. He writes, e. g., p. 201: "The stream of supernatural powers and 
effects, which conditions the facts of sacred history, is not confined to its beginning, 
but runs through the whole further course of the spiritual life springing from it, and 
he who is not immersed in that stream, and from thence judges the factors and 
results of evangelical history, will draw caricatures of it, but not pictures of reality." 
The spiritual life of a Christian, of a Christian theologian, is for Frank the actual proof 
of the Christian faith; from here one has to judge the results of evangelical history 
and to decide what in evangelical history, and in Scripture in general, is reality and 
worthy of trial and what is not. It is likewise a bad self-delusion if one wants to hold 
fast the facts of sacred history, the objective foundations of the Christian faith, as 
truth, and in so doing abandons Scripture as the only source, norm, and guarantee 
of truth. 

We cite here several more passages from the article in question, in which 
Frank gives his final judgment on Scripture and those theologians who even today 
confess the verbal inspiration and absolute inerrancy of Scripture and thus uphold 
the Scriptural principle. 

He writes: "If, in contrast to the havoc wrought by unbelieving criticism in 
evangelical history, some serious-minded theologians have reverted to adhering in 
a literal manner, as was done before, to the given text and admitting no error in the 
same at all , so we can understand this psychologically, want also in comparison 
with the 'covenanters' whom Reischle has chosen, to maintain unity with them, as 
much as is in us, in spite of such misconduct, but we will proceed to call this 
misconduct as such and to combat it." "But now the question is precisely this: shall 
we for the sake of this exclude criticism altogether, and declare error in the reporting 
of the life of JEsu to be impossible from the outset. There is much inclination to do 
so, precisely for the sake of justified opposition. He who is sure of his faith and keeps 
his eyes open will not allow himself to be induced to take this much trodden path 
again, which does not lead to the goal. One does no favor to truth when one tries to 
hold it by artificial means of compensation. It will hold without them, and we shall be 
allowed to hold to it, even if we lack the possibility of compensation." 
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The concluding paragraph of the article reads: "We therefore do not consider 
it wise when faithful theologians, who notice the abomination of desolation wrought 
by bad profane historiography and are frightened by it, allow themselves to be driven 
back into the literal, mechanical understanding of the Word of Scripture, as it was, 
of course, customary in faithful circles before. Not on the basis of profane criticism, 
which takes its standards from a heterogeneous history, but on the basis of criticism 
borne by the spirit of God, as it permeates sacred history, we will and may recognize 
and separate out parts of sacred history which do not belong as much as others to 
the essence of the revelation of salvation. For where the Spirit of the Lord is, there 
is liberty. And we do not stand before the sacred Scriptures as slaves of the letter, 
but knowing ourselves to be guided by the same spirit that pervaded the sacred 
authors. But just as the Christian does not doubt the truth of Christianity and his 
Christian state for the sake of it, because his horizon is not unlimited, because his 
knowledge is still piecemeal, so we may also acknowledge in Scripture the 
occurrence of inaccuracies, confusions, errors, etc., which do not add to the 
certainty of its salvific content. If uncertainties remain in this area of interpretation, 
we must claim that faith is able to bear them without losing its firmness. This claim 
also applies to the congregation, although its task is not at first to make the 
Scriptures the object of investigation on this side. If the simple believing Christian is 
conscious of many obscurities and ambiguities, which do not, nevertheless, annul 
the certainty and joyfulness of his faith, why should it be otherwise in this particular? 
For the sake of 'consequence'? No, the consequence is on our side, since it is the 
general rule and task of Christian life to believe one's way through the manifold 
darknesses of this life. 'Nevertheless' | always remain with you, and: we also have 
this treasure 'in earthen vessels’. It is a sign of dullness of spirit if one does not know 
how to distinguish the treasure and the vessels; but it is a sign of levity if one 
misrecognizes and gives away the treasure in view of the earthen vessels." 

Only to this last passage do we add some glosses. Frank calls for a criticism 
of Scripture that is borne by the Spirit of God and assigns it the task of separating 
those parts of Scripture that do not belong to the essence of the revelation of 
salvation from the others that contain the revelation of salvation. Now let these 
positive critics only once undertake to separate these double parts of Scripture from 
one another, and to write together in one book all those passages of Scripture which, 
in their opinion, contain the divine revelation of salvation. 
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they have become fools with their wisdom. And what an abominable misuse of holy, 
sacred words of God Frank is guilty of in the above. When the apostle writes, "Where 
the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty," he means a liberty that comes from the Spirit 
of Christ, and this Spirit, according to | Cor. 3:8, comes from the Gospel, from the 
Word; thus a liberty is meant that is entirely within the limits of the Word. If, on the 
other hand, Frank deduces from this apostolic saying the right and liberty to criticize 
Scripture, he detaches liberty from the Word, and thus from the Spirit of Christ, and 
speaks of a liberty which comes from the flesh, and in the last analysis from the evil 
spirit. When St. Paul 1 Cor. 3, 7. speaks of the treasure in the earthen vessels, he 
understands by the treasure the gospel which he preaches, and there is no difference 
between the gospel preached by the apostles and the written gospel, but the earthen 
vessels are sinful, mortal men, to whom God has entrusted the word. And it is more 
than a sign of "dulness of spirit" when Frank "knows not how to distinguish the treasure 
and the vessels," and ascribes the Scriptures inspired by God to the rubric of "earthen 
vessels," instead of the other "treasure." As often as experience, feeling, sensation, 
sensual perception seems to contradict the precious promises of Scripture, then the 
believer confesses with Assaph: "Nevertheless | abide always in thee." It is a 
caricature of faith that Frank paints when he expects the believer to defy the 


"uncertainties," "inaccuracies," and "errors" of Scripture with this "nevertheless." In 


short, Frank's theology is, as this last ceterum censeo also proves, a new and 
potentiated edition of the old swarm-spirit, and "the spirit" from which this theology 
springs does not lead to God and Christ, but, because from the Word, so from God 
and Christ, to destruction. G. St. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


l. America. 


Father Lambert recently converted from Catholicism to Protestantism in Brooklyn, New 
York. He informed his former superiors of the following concerning his conversion: "I consider it 
my duty to inform you that as of today | am voluntarily and thoughtfully withdrawing from the 
priesthood and from communion with the Roman Catholic Church. The step | am now taking is the 
fruit of a long inner struggle and much reflection, and | have not been able to take this step without 
pain, for it is difficult to break the bonds that twenty years have forged. But | could not always resist 
the voice of my conscience. In the end | had to obey, and the logical consequence of this 
obedience is the step | am now taking. 
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make. - Knowing what | know, having seen what | have seen and heard what | have heard in 
the Roman Catholic Church, | can no longer force my mind into submission to the Vatican, nor 
even admit the claim of the Roman Church and the clergy to dominion not only in religious 
matters, but also in purely scientific, social and political matters. The intolerance and duplicity 
which | have experienced in the Roman Church from the day of my ordination has become quite 
intolerable to me. Since | have also come to the conviction that there is only one High Priest, the 
God-Man Jesus Christ, and only one sacrifice which is not to be repeated, and in consequence 
of this | have become misguided in my position as a priest, | could not do otherwise than | have 
done." - In recent times one often reads of conversions from the Papacy to Protestantism in the 
United States, Canada and Germany. Unfortunately, in the case of these conversions, one 
cannot come to the conviction that they arise, as with Luther, from the recognition of the doctrine 
of justification by grace alone, which the papacy curses. In the best case, it is usually only moral 
reasons that bring about the conversion. The consequence is that such converts bring little 
blessing and all too often return to the camp of Rome after several years. F. B. 

Roman distortion of history. It is well known how eager Rome is to turn history upside down 
in order to cloak her acts of blood and atrocity in innocence and possibly to blame them on the 
Protestants. Historical facts are brazenly denied and turned into their opposite. The most 
credible documents are simply branded as falsified, and the most mendacious statements are 
trumpeted as the pure gospel. All the religious wars instigated by the Jesuits in Germany, France 
and England are traced back to the Reformation. The most bloodthirsty Papists are painted as 
the most innocent lambs, who would have sought to suppress and exterminate the "tyrannical" 
Protestants. In America, too, Rome is making tremendous efforts to erase from history 


everything that pillories the papacy. The "Catholic Standard" of Philadelphia writes: "History as 
written for the last three hundred years has been a conspiracy against truth. ... So it has been 
for three hundred years that history has been written by Protestant pens, with Protestant ink, 
on Protestant paper.... We Catholics must write our own history. We have made a beginning 
both in England and America. In America we have historians. But we need more of them. 


Yes, we have made a beginning. And we do not intend to let the ink get dry upon our pens."- 
Why is it only now, after three hundred years, that Rome comes forward and complains about 
the previous historiography? Is this because Rome did not understand several centuries ago 
and did not yet dare to turn history into its opposite? The Church of the Pabst has not lacked the 
good will to falsify history in its favor from the hour of its birth. Rome has never had a conscience, 
neither a Christian nor a historical one. If it only serves the good purpose of supporting the 
hierarchy, the Jesuits consider themselves justified in turning history into a novel, historical facts 
into fables, and fables into historical facts. What else can one expect from the most learned 
disciples of the father of lies? F. B. 

Rome in Central America. How Rome is fighting against the Protestants in Central America 
is evident from the following circular which recently received wide circulation in Leon, Nicaragua. 
This Roman inflammatory pamphlet reads, "Attention, Catholics! - The 
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Wolf of Protestantism has found his way into the Catholic fold! A preacher of the sect of Luther 
and Voltaire is in Leon, accompanied by various merchants who are eagerly selling Protestant 
Bibles and a false book of the Gospels in the streets. Christians, do not buy these books! Strike 
with contempt these propagandists of a sect which has separated itself from the Catholic Church 
of Jesus Christ, separated itself from the truth, and which is determined to rob us of the delicious 
inheritance of our ancestors. Let not your religion be violated by these traveling knights of evil! 
Let us cast them out! No law permits them to come here and take away our Christianity. Freedom 
of worship does not exist here, and these propagators of adulterated Bibles and Gospels are of 
a foreign host. Nicaragua belongs to the Lord; Protestantism to the devil! Away with them!" - The 
same Church of Antichrist which in South America shows its wolf's teeth to the Protestants, is in 
the United States acting as the innocent little lamb, nay, as the advocate of religious liberty. 
F. B. 

Baptists. "Der Sendbote" of April 4 writes of their adult baptism: "The baptism of believers 
(adults), which is our essential distinguishing mark as a religious community, demands precisely 
examination on the part of the person baptized with respect to the doctrine of faith which he 
professes in connection with his baptism before he becomes a confessor of our doctrine of faith. 
This principle alone preserves Baptist churches from such members as are in essential 
disagreement with evangelical doctrine. Above all, however, it keeps unregenerates away from 
our association." - As if an adult could not be hypocritical and yet be baptized! One would think 
that the experience which Baptists have annually in their own fellowships should convince them 
that the glory which "the Messenger" claims for his fellowship is a pharisaical and rapturous one. 

F. B. 

Baptists and Campbellites, a change sheet reports, want to unite on the basis of the following 
pieces of doctrine: "The word of God as the only rule of faith and life; the Trinity; the fall of man 
and redemption through Christ; obedience to the commandments and ordinances of God; the 
resurrection and last judgment; the church, the organized body of baptized believing souls, with 
the symbolical ordinances of baptism and the Lord's Supper; the offices are: the pastors, also 
called elders or bishops, and the deacons, both stewards of the church." F. B. 


General Synod. The Lutheran Evangelist of April 13 states, "In the future lie the golden 
days for our General Synod, and that in the not too distant future." The separation at Fort Wayne 
has proved a blessing to our brethren in General Council. They are doing more now than they 
ever did before when we still formed one body. Many of their pastors and church members are 
of one mind with General Synod. In the future we will also be organically united with one another- 
our whole American Lutheran Church One. Divisions are not always pernicious. Something is 
better than a dead church system. Had it not been for what our papist brethren call schism, the 
whole church would now be more depraved than the Roman hierarchy is today. Truth is a living, 
growing, and triumphant protest against error and wrong. Protestantism has been a blessing to 
the papacy. Our aggressive General Synod Lutheranism is bent on suppressing the truth as it is 
found in the Evan-. 
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gelio, and advocates liberty in all things that are not essential, and will thus prove a blessing to 
the whole Lutheran family in the world. The outcome of the present struggle between sixteenth 
century confessionalism and nineteenth century 'scripturalism' is not in doubt. The sun is not 
going backwards out of the dial. It is coming so near the zenith that the dividing lines in our Lord's 
One Church will disappear and there will be no more darkness at all. Yea verily, our General 
Synod has a mission, and God will bless it, and men will honor it, so long as it remains true to 
its distinguishing distinctiveness from freedom in Christ." - Instead of running its mouth and 
boasting of the great mission it has to fulfill, the General Synod should rather repent in sackcloth 
and ashes for its sad apostasy from the Lutheran confession, which it documents anew on every 
occasion. For example, on Palm Sunday, Methodist pastors from the Central M. E. Conference, 
which is currently meeting there, preached in all the churches of the General Synod in 
Harrisburg, Pa. For this God will not bless the General Synod, though men may honor them for 
it, for thus saith the Lord Hos. 4:6: "Thou rejectest God's word, therefore | will reject thee also." 
F.B. 


ll. Abroad. 


From Prussia. At the end of last year the various provincial synods of the "Evangelical 
Regional Church" of Prussia were assembled. The main subject of the negotiations was a draft 
of the agendas submitted by the church regiment. This new agendas, like the old ones, is a 
genuinely unirtes Machwerk. In addition to Lutheran reformed forms, it also contains forms of 
quite blurred content. The liberal elements opposed especially the liturgical use of the 
Apostolicum, which was still retained, but did not succeed with it. The professors of theology 
made the reassuring statement that this in no way abolished or in any way restricted the freedom 
of teaching in the universities. G. St. 

The Protestant Association issues an appeal to "Protestant Germany”, in which first of all "in 
the name of the German Protestant Association" the recall of the Jesuits is protested against, 
whereby, however, the strongly shrunken number of members of the association is passed over 
with careful silence. The other and larger part of the appeal deals with the new Agende. It fears 
that the planned agendum will become law if not "in the last hour the evangelical conscience (!) 
and the Christian love raise effective objections everywhere". The Apostolicum belongs to "the 
external forms which, according to our confessional writings, never and never will belong to the 
necessary unity of the Church". Yes, it "contradicts in some points clear sayings of the Apostle 
Paul". The most important thing of the Christian faith, namely "the sole trust in the merciful grace 
of God is not emphasized" and a clear confession of the "obedience of the love and patience of 
Christ and of all that he has commanded us to keep is missing". Instead, confirmands, baptismal 
witnesses, and preachers are to "confess the resurrection of the flesh, the unnatural birth, the 
ascension to heaven and hell of JEsu, the doctrine of his second coming in the literal sense, 
although many serious Christians, with full recognition of the divine mission of JEsu and with 
sincere love for him, are not able to do this." After these sillinesses, which simply turn all Christian 
and confessional truth upside down, and do not stand up to refutation, we are left with the 
following 
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may be allowed, the dubious honor is done to the Union at the end, that the Pro- 
testantenverein considers it its refuge; for the appeal points out 
how the existence of the Union is threatened by the advance of orthodoxy. 
Signed, besides others, are the following clergymen: Lic. th. Preacher HofBbach; 
Lic. dr. Preacher KirmB; Preacher NeBler; Preacher Schmeidler; Dean D. Zittel 
in Karlsruhe; Preacher Dr. Arndt, Pastor Fischer, Preacher Stage in Berlin; Pastor 
Burggraf, Past. prim. Frickhdffer, Domprediger Sonntag, Pastor Dr. Benck, 
Pastor Dr. WeiB in Bremen; Stadtpfarrer Brickner in Karlsruhe; Pastor Luhr in 
Gotha; Hauptpastor Dr. Grimm, Dr. Mauchot in Hamburg; Past. prim. 


Ziegler 

in Liegnitz; Rev. 
A. Schmidt, Sup. D. Spiegel in Osnabrick; Rev. Diekmann 
in Wesselburen. (A. E. L. K.) 


Hanover. The attacks on the apostolic confession of faith continue. Liberal professors and 
citizens of Géttingen, to whom this has become a particular stumbling block, so that they have 
already addressed a petition to the regional synod, have recently also turned to the king. They 
ask for non-confirmation of the new ordinances of baptism and confirmation approved by the 
Hanoverian Synod (see "Lutherans" of March 13), and state that these ordinances threaten the 
destruction of Protestant freedom and truthfulness in matters of faith by establishing a 
compulsory confession for the members of the congregation by means of church law. Thus, at 
baptism, a "formula of faith from the past" was to be used in a way that would only be justified 
if it expressed the conviction of the present, which was nowhere objected to in life and in science 
and was recognized without reservation by everyone in the congregation ; at confirmation, the 
rising generation was to profess the same formula and vow to adhere to it throughout their 
lives. The one as well as the other means a "rape of the conscience" etc. - Thus the Hanoverian 
church is going downhill more and more. Liberalism is gaining the upper hand and becoming 
more and more arrogant. This is what happens when doctrinal discipline is not practiced , and 
Luther and the fathers of the faith of the Reformation must again allow themselves to be 
presented as those who were the predecessors of these free spirits and who had earned for 
them the right to such "protestation". L. F. 

Caesaropapism.. The "Neue lutherische Kirchenzeitung" reports the following from Hanover 
: A few months ago, the news of a disciplinary investigation initiated by the Consistory in 
Hanover against two pastors who , at the district synod, had strongly disapproved of the 
proceedings of the church regiment in the matter of the Metz Collecte, caused a great stir. When 
one considers the extent to which Protestant Vereinler and Ritschlianer, respectively. 
Ritschlians enjoyed "freedom of speech" at the district synods in Lineburg and Osnabrtick 
during the discussion of the baptismal and confessional ordinances, without having heard of 
any subsequent disciplinary proceedings (and yet in these cases it was a matter of attacks on 
the confession of the church, on the fundamental truths of the Christian faith), then one had to 
be all the more surprised that the Consistory was so quick to intervene disciplinarily, where it 
was a matter of attacks on the church government, because of a procedure that gave all resolute 
Lutherans cause for annoyance. Even the "Allgemeine lEvan- gelisch-Lutherische 
Kirchenzeitung" could not refrain in the present case from issuing a coy vote of censure to the 
Hanoverian Consistory. - What was the nature of the remarks of the pastors in question? The 
official minutes of the district synod of Nienburg of 
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August 23, 1893, presents the course of events as follows: "Pastor Schecker: | have a motion to 
make to the Reverend Synod concerning the title 'Collects': -Synod requests the royal church 
regiment to spare the regional church in the future with collects for non-Lutheran purposes.’ The 


collection for the Reformed congregation in Metz was felt to be a scandal of the worst kind in 
view of the fact that it was precisely the Lutheran congregation in Metz that was so much in need 
of help. This motion is supported by Pastor Heuer, who remarks: "One would like to ask why this 
disgrace has been done to the Lutheran church of Hanover, that it has been forced to collect a 
collection for the Reformed congregation, which has done everything to hold down the Lutheran 
congregation in the same place. Incidentally, the application is better directed to the State Synod 
than to the State Consistory, since the latter can do nothing in the matter. Oberconsistorialrath 
Dr. Dusterdieck regrets that the two previous speakers were not very careful in their choice of 
words. (!) This collecte was advertised by the Royal State Consistory at the direct suggestion of 
His Majesty the Emperor. Likewise, Pastor Fischer's question as to why the collection for the 
‘Protestant’ and not for the 'Protestant-Reformed Church in Metz' was called for in the 
announcement of the collection was answered by the Oberconsistorialrath Dr. Disterdieck to 
the effect that the words of His Majesty the Emperor were reproduced. The chairman 
(Superintendent Luhrs in Nienburg) remarked that the Synod did not have to discuss the matter 
any further; it was sufficient that the matter had been brought up. Since Pastor Meyer, however, 
declares that it is necessary for the Synod to take a position on the motion without criticizing the 
actions of the Royal Church Regiment, the motion is adopted with the following wording: 'Synod 
requests the State Synod to work toward the end that henceforth collections for reformist 
purposes are no longer ordered in our Lutheran State Church’ against three votes." Thus the will 
of His Majesty the German Emperor is the supreme law in the so-called Lutheran State Church 
of Hanover, to which the State Consistory willingly sacrifices all considerations of the confession 
of the Church. G. St. 

A funeral. From a secular newspaper we take the following note: "The funeral service for 
Hans v. Bilow took place yesterday morning in the Church of St. Michael in Hamburg in the most 
dignified manner with numerous participants. The coffin, which contained the earthly remains of 
the deceased, had been brought to the church on Wednesday evening from the house of 
mourning on Alsterglacis and laid out. The venerable church was decked out in serious mourning 
decorations for yesterday's ceremony. Long rows of palms and laurel trees, connected by black 
pile, flanked the aisles. In the middle, on a high, black-covered platform, stood the magnificent 
coffin, laden over and over with wreaths, palm branches, flower arrangements in the shape of 
lyres, and so on. About two hundred wreaths had arrived from all parts of Germany, from the 
Duke of Meiningen, from the philharmonic societies and orchestras of Berlin and Hamburg, from 
the Bach Society of Hamburg, from the most renowned musical corporations and institutes, from 
individual musicians and bandmasters and other admirers of the deceased master. Numerous 
deputations appeared from Hamburg, Berlin, Hanover and other cities. About four thousand 
people filled the interior of the church. The funeral service began with an organ prelude by Bach; 
then the Bach Society, under Mehrcken's direction, sang the chorale: 'Wann ich einmal soll 
scheiden,' after which Pastor Behrmann delivered the eulogy. He commemorated Bulow's youth 
and his youth struggles, his 
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years of wandering and his last, happy, less restless decade of life. Then the speaker described 
in beautiful words Bulow's merits for music, his merits as a person, his enthusiasm for everything 
beautiful and ideal. This enthusiasm of Bulow's was unique; he had paid homage to Prince 
Bismarck at a time when such manifestations were not in the air. Only for the church had the 
departed artist not had the right word, alone therefore one should not be right with him, since he 
was completely absorbed in his art and in his ideals. The ceremony closed with a Bach chorale 
accompanied by organ and orchestra. The coffin was carried out of the church to the sound of 
the organ, and then the impressive funeral procession was arranged and set off for the Central 
Cemetery in Ohlsdorf. In the streets touched by the procession many half-staff-flagged mourning 
flags were waving. As it passed the Stadttheater, it was greeted from the balcony of the theater 
with the solemn sounds of Chopin's Funeral March. At about one o'clock the funeral procession 
arrived at the Central Cemetery. After a funeral song by the male choir of the Hamburg City 
Theater, the earthly remains of the deceased master were consigned to the flames in the 
crematorium." Hans v. Bulow was a good musician, but a notorious despiser of the word and 
the church, and his merits as a man are also of a very doubtful nature; like most artists, he led 
a free life, as his marital relations prove. Pastor Behrmann, who delivered the funeral sermon to 
him, is counted among the so-called positive preachers of Hamburg, but such "orthodox" who 
deny in such an eclatant manner by word and work the fundamental axiom of the Christian 
religion, that in Christ alone is salvation and apart from Christ there is no salvation, do greater 
dishonor to the name of Christ and greater harm to the Church of Christ than all liberal preachers, 
from whom one expects nothing but heathen phrases. G. St. 

From Saxe-Coburg-Gotha. The new Duke in Gotha (an English prince) has ordered that the 
Apostolicum be announced in the church of his Friedenstein Castle every Sunday. Hitherto this 
had been authorized only for feast days. In ecclesiastical circles the order is welcomed all the 
more joyfully, since it has come from the Duke's own resolution and one sees in it, not without 
reason, a confession. Only the liberal circles are disappointed, who had also expected a liberal 
attitude from the new Duke. The Duchess, who belongs to the Greek Catholic Church, shows a 
warm interest in the works of Christian charity, which are cultivated by the positive Christian 
circles, as she has visited all the institutions serving the Inner Mission. (A. E. L. K.) 

Filling of pastorates. Free-minded as well as "positive" circles in the German regional 
churches endeavored to fill vacant pastorates with preachers of their own persuasion, and the 
church newspapers frequently ran advertisements to that effect, which quite clearly 
characterized the situation. Thus, for example, an advertisement in the "Protestantische 
Kirchenzeitung" reads: "| recommend a candidate for the office of preacher of modern 
speculative-theological conception and of a free-minded ecclesiastical direction, who is very well 
prepared and well educated, for election to a possible city pastorate. Information through me. 
Szczecin. Dr. Scipio, preacher at St. Jacob's." - The other direction is expressed in the following 
note from the "Pfarrboten": "All honored ministers who would like to give up their pastorate on 
April 1, 1894, or later, as a result of retirement or transfer, and would like to see it transferred to 
a thoroughly positive successor, as well as honored positive brethren who would like to have a 
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If you have a positive young neighbor in office, | sincerely ask you to kindly inform me by letter 
of the vacancy of pastorates, preferably with private patronage of positive direction, under closer 


communication of the circumstances etc. - sub Gs. 60 to the Expedition. Discretion, especially 
if desired, as a matter of course. Thanks will not be omitted. Gladly ready for any counter service 
to the best of my ability. Brotherly greetings. Gs." Commentary is superfluous. L. F. 

Jena. The notorious Darwinian professor of natural sciences in Jena, Ernst Hackel, 
celebrated his 60th birthday a few weeks ago and on this occasion praised Jena as a university 
city before his assembled colleagues and students because the spirit of free research had found 
a place there for centuries. He said: "Soon the expansion of the theory of development became 
my most important task here. That | could not find a more favorable place for the execution of 
this great task (?) than the free University of Jena, is still my firm conviction today." For this 
reason, he turned down tempting appointments to larger universities, even though they would 
have offered him twice the external gifts and scientific resources. But more valuable than those 


treasures was the wonderful genius loci of the Thuringian University. "Jena has been the place 
of free research and free teaching for three centuries." However, this university, where once a 
Johann Gerhard and other enlightened, faithful Lutheran theologians worked, has for long years 
been a place where liberalism, rationalism, and unbelief have also led and still lead the word in 
theology. What disastrous consequences the theology taught at Jena has had in the churches 
and schools of the region there is impossible to say. L. F. 

The oldest lecturer in Germany, probably in the world, is at the University of Jena. It is the 
Orientalist Geh. Hofrath Prof. Sticket, who also announces several lectures for the next 
semester. Prof. Stickel was born in 1805 and will therefore begin his 90th year this year. In the 
history of universities, it is probably unique for an academic teacher to continue his teaching 
activities to an unlimited extent at such an advanced age. Stickel possesses a wonderful 
physical sprightliness and mental freshness. (A. E. L. K.) 

The negative criticism of the Bible by the theologians has often been shut up, not infrequently 
by shouting stones. Not easily, however, has this happened more than recently in the lecture: 
"Paul in Athens", which, written and held by the famous scholar Ernst Curtius in Berlin, can be 
found among the proceedings of the Royal Prussian Academy of Sciences in Berlin. Academie 
der Wissenschaften zu Berlin. The lecture, in fact, amounts to a magnificent vindication of the 
Acts of the Apostles in the face of all doubts as to their authenticity. "Paul in Athens," it says at 
the outset, "denotes an epoch in the history of mankind, the proper appreciation of which 
engages the interest of the philologist, the historian, and the theologian alike." "Whoever lets 
the account of the Acts of the Apostles - it then goes on to say - affect him impartially, cannot, | 
am convinced, escape the impression that a well-informed witness is truthfully describing the 
event. The 16 verses of the text contain such a wealth of historical material, it is all so concise 
and peculiar, so vivid and characteristic; there is nothing idiomatic or template-like in it, as would 
be the case if someone were to recite a fictional narrative. It is also impossible to prove a 
tendency which could make a deliberate invention at all probable. One must be at home in 
Athens to understand the account fairly." Hereupon follows a brilliant account of the appearance 
of the 
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Curtius tries to prove from the apostolic letters the contact with the Hellenic world in language, 
customs and thoughts etc. (namely from Philippians, Colossians, and Colossians, etc.). After 
that Curtius seeks to prove from the apostolic letters the contacts with the Hellenic world in 
language, customs and thoughts etc. (namely from the Philippians, Colossians and 2nd Timothy 
briefs as well as from the so-called great and undisputed Paulines). Curtius finds the means for 
this in his father's city Tarsus, "next to Alexandria the most respected seat of science", "an 
ancient focus of oriental and occidental civilization". Curtius concludes with the words: 
"Continuing from the beginning, | can only express my conviction that whoever denies the 
historical value of the report about Paul in Athens, tears one of the most important pages out of 
the history of mankind. 
(Sachs. Kirchen- und Schulblatt.) 

Old Catholics. Recently the Congress of the Old Catholics met in Lucerne. Bishop Duke of 
Bern presided and 300 delegates appeared, among them Englishmen, Armenians, Greeks, and 
of the Russians the confessor of the Emperor. The latter was to induce the Old Catholics to 
submit to the Tsar. Even "Protestants" were not lacking among those present; from Halle and 
Jena came the unirite, liberal professors Nippold and Beyschlag. One protested against Rome, 
and demanded that it should not call itself Catholic, but ultramontane. Rome, of course, will not 
turn much to this protest. Of the theses discussed at Lucerne, the second was, “Binding for 
Christians is only the doctrine of Christ." But what different answers would be given to the 
question, "What do you think of Christ? What is the doctrine of him? 1) The Grand Council of 
Bern has given the Old Catholics the privilege of the national church (besides Protestants and 
Roman). 1 

Duel. In the Reichstag, a remarkable debate recently arose on the occasion of the 
assassination attempt which General Kirchhofs had made on the editor of the Berliner Tageblatt, 
Harich, who had taken down a defamatory note, in which the Minister of War sought to portray 
the General's conduct in a milder light. The statements of the Minister of War were often 
interpreted as if he had wanted to grant the General the right to help himself. The Minister of 
War later defended himself against this view. The duel was also discussed. Dr. Lieber, a 
member of the Centrum, rejected any duel. Dr. Lieber said: "The commandment which was 
proclaimed from Mount Sinai..: Thou shalt not kill! applies to everyone, high and low!" When the 
free-spirited deputy Lenzmann reproached the Conservatives, "who, after all, thought they had 
leased Christianity," for the applause they had given to the remarks of the Minister of War, and 
reproached them with the saying: Vengeance is mine; | will repay, saith the Lord, - the 
conservative deputy v. Manteuffel replied to him with a false quotation from the Holy Scriptures. 
According to Herr von Manteuffel, the HErr should have said to Peter, when he cut off the ear 
of Malchus: Put up thy sword into the sheath, for thou considerest what is human, 


1) Beyschlag's Christology, for example, is well known, and his unbelief found the following expression in 
his latest work: "New Testament Theology or Historical Presentation of the Doctrine of Jesus and of Early 
Christianity According to the New Testament Sources": "After all sinned in Adam, a new beginning in history 
was made with the man Jesus; he is the man from heaven, the ideal man. This is a more satisfactory Christology 
than that of the later church with its doctrine of two natures." And concerning Rom. 1, 3, he dares to claim that 
the apostle, by his statement: "born of the seed of David according to the flesh," "excludes the Synoptic tradition 
of a fatherless generation and virgin birth of Jesus," see "Theol. Literaturblatt" of Oct. 13, 1893. 
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and not what is divine. Everyone who knows the Bible knows that the Lord did not say this word 
to Peter at that time, but on a completely different occasion (Matth. 16, 23.). Mr. v. M. then 
based his excuse of Kirchhoff on this false quotation: "Judged humanly, General Kirchhof acted 
as we both (Lenzmann and v. M.) would probably have acted (!); judged divinely, he anticipated 
the human judge (!)." Strangely enough, this citation and utilization of the Holy Scriptures was 
not corrected by any side, not even by the Conservative deputy, the unirte Pastor Schall. The 
latter said of the duel: "We know quite well what we have to think of the duel from the Christian 
point of view. From our Christian standpoint we reject and disapprove of the duel, because it is 
a violation of the clear, divine commandment: "Thou shalt not kill!" - and because it is also 
contrary to the Christian commandment, "Do not avenge yourselves. But, gentlemen, we must 
consider ---- (But!! left.) - Yes, gentlemen, we do not yet live in the golden age 
of your future state. (Hear, hear! on the left.) There, perhaps, there will be no more talk of 
dueling; for there, | believe, a general catfight (!) will take the place of the duel. Unfortunately, 
we live in a time that is still far from being completely permeated by the spirit of Christianity, and 
as long as our legislation in particular is not yet thoroughly Christian, as long as it does not give 
the person who, in the innermost part of his feelings (!), in his honor, by shameful slander or 
physical attacks on his person, is denied that satisfaction which he, as a man of honor, must 
demand (!), so long it is understandable, gentlemen, -(Hear, hear! left.) - | expressly do not say 
excusable from the Christian standpoint, but it is understandable if here and there, 
unfortunately, self-help is still resorted to." What kind of "Christian standpoint" is this that Mr. 
Schall is advocating here? Was it not shameful for the "Protestants" when, on the other hand, 
the Catholic deputy Lieber remarked: "The words of deputy Schall cause me to declare on 
behalf of my friends that we condemn the duel without any buts, always and everywhere, as 
contrary to law and religion." The Social Democratic deputy Bebel triumphed: "Christianity can 
be discredited by nothing more than by the speech of deputy Schall, who does not even seem 
to know that duelling is forbidden and defends it. This is a Christian clergyman!" Many a heart 
has been revealed in this debate. One can see what views are held by the leading spirits of our 
people. It is the influences of militarism and the after-effects of student comment that are clearly 
perceptible in some of the speeches. (N. L. K. Z.) 

Switzerland. Sad ecclesiastical conditions are revealed by the resignation of a pastor from 
the Swiss national church. Eduard Lauterburg, hitherto pastor at Ferenbalm near Murten, has 
recently resigned his office and published a pamphlet, "Why | am Leaving the Parish and the 
Church." In it he reveals himself as a very gross and open despiser of prayer and the 
sacraments, even as a despiser of Jesus Himself. The latter "has not spoken the last word for 
him in all things." Reason and conscience are above the Gospel. He wants a separation of 
church and state, and hopes that the church will then dissolve into associations. This would 
result in a purer form of Christianity; it would make it possible "to eliminate the erroneous ideas 
which Jesus shared with his time. In the place of the sermon, rational lectures on religious and 
moral problems would be given. The need of the erudite 
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the theater has to serve. "In this way the mind and spirit are satisfied, and in time one will no 
longer miss sermon, prayer and sacraments." Under such circumstances, however, it was high 
time that the man resigned his office. But what is to be said of the debate of two of his friends, 
whom he had asked for counsel, and who communicated to him the following as their opinion? 
A priest wrote to him, "A man may reject prayer and think of the Sacrament as you do, and yet 
be a true Christian." And a professor of theology replies: "One does not give up an office that is 
not based on prayer and the sacrament because of reservations about it. Another pastor makes 
it still more terrific, answering him to his writing, "Whether JEsus is the Son of God, whether 
there are miracles or a heaven, it matters not-I remain!" Isn't that terrible? And yet to this 
blasphemer his church will hardly say what it ought to say to him: That is all that matters to us. 
You must go! LF, 

From France. Renan, the notorious author of the "Life of Jesus," who began with the 
rationalistic conception of the person of Christ, has at last arrived at Greek paganism as the 


highest religion. In his most important work, "Origines du Christianisme," he writes: "The future 
will no longer believe in the supernatural, for the supernatural is not true, and everything that is 
not true is condemned to death. Nothing lasts but truth. This poor truth seems very much 
abandoned, being served only by an imperceptible minority. But let us not be troubled! It will 
triumph. Everything that serves it, it joins together and remains intact as a weak but secure 
capital. Nothing is lost in her little treasure. Everything that is false, on the other hand, sinks 
together. The false establishes nothing, while the little edifice of truth is of steel and grows 
steadily upward. Neither Judaism nor Christianity will therefore be eternal. If mankind returns to 
superstitious ideas, they will not be theirs. Judaism and Christianity will disappear. The Jewish 
work will have reached its end. The Greek work, on the other hand, that is, science, rational, 
experiential civilization without charlatanry, without revelation, founded on reason and freedom, 
will continue without end, and if our globe should shirk its duties, other celestial bodies will be 
found to carry the program of all life to the utmost: Light, Reason, Truth." The last sentence 
causes even his friends to shake their heads at the "most unscientific manner" according to 
which he places Martians or Venusians as continuators of the work of the sons of earth. 
(A. E. L. K.) 

Finland. From the point of view of literature and education, Finland is the garden spot of the 
Russian Empire. The number of people in this province who cannot read is almost nil. The 
University of Helsingsfors is not inferior to the best in Germany and Scandinavia. Since 1831 a 
"Finnish Literary Society" has done much for science and the national literature of the country. 
This year the society began to publish the best of old Finnish literature under the title of 
"Monumenta Linguae Fennicae". The first volume, edited by Prof. E. N. Setala and Candidate 
K. B. Wikland, contains the liturgical works of Michael Agricola, the reformer of Finland, who was 


a pupil of Luther at Wittenberg, and died as Bishop of Obo in 1557. For the study of the history 
of Finland this is a first-rate source. Other volumes are to follow. F. B. 
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Modern Subordinatianism in the Light of Scripture. 


(Continued.) 

When Christ, the man in the state of humiliation, is contrasted with the greater 
Father, it is not with this that the deity of the Son is subordinated to the deity of the 
Father as inferior. That is obvious. But passages of Scripture are now found 
according to which the exalted, glorified Christ appears as subordinate to God the 
Father. Three sayings of the Apostle Paul from the Epistle to the Corinthians 
deserve special consideration. 

We read 1 Cor. 3, 21-23: "Therefore let no man boast. All things are yours, 
whether Paul or Apollos, whether Cephas or the world, whether life or death, 
whether things present or things to come; all things are yours, but ye are Christ's, 
but Christ is God's." The apostle here warns Christians not to boast of men. The 
Corinthian Christians boasted of their apostles and teachers, of Paul, of Peter, of 
Apollos, in a false, carnal way. They underestimated the ministry entrusted to them, 
the word they preached, and overestimated their human, personal merits, their 
various talents. The Corinthian church was divided into parties. One party held with 
Paul, another with Peter, another with Apollos. The Corinthians regarded their 
apostles and teachers as party leaders, and themselves as belonging to them, and 
thus placed themselves in dependence on men, made themselves servants and 
slaves of men. Then St. Paul gives them to consider, "All things are yours." Peter, 
Paul, Apollo, these teachers of Christianity, also "are yours," means to say, you do 
not belong to them, but they belong to you, they are ordained and given to you for 
service. Yea, all things that are, the world, life and death, things present and things 
to come, are in the believer's hand; all things must serve them, must serve for the 
best. "All 
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is yours," of course, all created things, not Christ and God. Christians, on the other 
hand, to whom all things belong, are themselves, with all that they have, members 
of Christ their Lord, and through Christ also members of God. But this is the highest 
honor and dignity of Christians, that they belong to Christ and God. If they consider 
this rightly, they will not regard themselves as the relatives and servants of men, 
they will lose the desire to boast of men. Now the apostle, of course, does not say 
directly, "Ye are Christ's and God's," but expresses himself just thus, "Ye are 
Christ's, but Christ is God's." But in this it is evident that Christians are also members 
of God, because they belong to Christ, their Lord, and are closely united to Him. And 
the apostle's tendency is to make Christians aware that it does not behoove them, 
as God's own, to make themselves subservient to men. After all, it is first said of 
Christ that he is God. And no doubt by the last member of this statement, which 
contains a gradation, "All yours, ye Christ, Christ of God," is signified by the 
expression "God," & éo, the highest echelon, the "last, supreme authority." The God 
to whom Christ belongs, the Father of JEsu Christ, appears here as Deus summus et 


supremus. And this is now the question, whether herewith an essential subordination 
of the Son to the Father is predicated, the Deity of Christ is represented as one, 
though essential, yet "derived," as more recent exegetes suppose, and the older 
Subordinatians have already asserted. 

From the context of the discourse, it undoubtedly follows that the apostle in our 
passage has in mind the special relationship in which Christ stands to the church, 
that he here regards Christ, the exalted God-man, as the Lord of the Christian 
church, and indeed of the Christian church on earth, as the Lord who gives to his 
church apostles, preachers, teachers, and makes all things, even death and life, 
serviceable to it. And of Christ, the Lord of the church, he says that he is God, 
belongs to God, and is in the service of God. How he means this can be seen in 
such statements as Eph. 3, 8. ff. Rom. 16, 25. ff. In the first place he says that God, 
the Father of Jesus Christ, "who created all things," the Lord of heaven and earth, 
has now made manifest in the New Testament the mystery that was hidden in him 
from eternity, that is, he has gathered a church out of Jews and Gentiles, and that it 
is through the church that he has made known his manifold wisdom. In another place 
he gives praise and honor to the only wise God, because he has now revealed the 
secret that was hitherto hidden, and has established the obedience of faith among 
the Gentiles through the gospel. The Christian church on earth is therefore a special, 
the greatest miracle of the almighty, all-wise God, and the gathering of the church 
from all the peoples of the earth, the 
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The work of the apostles and the preaching of the gospel serves to glorify the one 
who made all things, the Most High God. But inasmuch as Christ, the exalted God- 
man, is the Lord of the church and himself gathers, builds, sustains, and governs 
the church by word and spirit, he in turn also accomplishes and promotes God's 
work on earth; he serves God by what he does in and to the church, thus putting 
into effect the thoughts and counsels of eternal wisdom and glorifying God's name. 
As the Lord of the church, of Christians, secundum officium et oeconomiam, according 
to his office and work which he has in the church here, Christ is therefore compared 
to God, 1 Cor. 1:23, and not according to his divine nature, not as the eternal Son 
of God. The relationship of the Son to the Father is not mentioned here, and 
therefore it is not excluded that Christ, as the true God, like the Father and with the 
Father, has all things and the whole economy of salvation in His hand, as Rom. 16, 
27. 

When it says in 1 Cor. 11, 3: "But | let you know that Christ is the head of every 
man, and the man is the head of the woman, and God is the head of Christ," we 
also have to think of the relationship of Christ to His church. This is shown in the 
parallel passage Eph. 5:23: "For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ 
also is the head of the church." Christ, the exalted God-man, is the Lord and head 
of the church, and therefore also the head of all the individual members of this 
spiritual body, head of every individual Christian man. As the church, so all the 
members of the church are subjects of Christ, the Head. This being subject is a 
model of the position and conduct of the wife toward the husband. Christ, on the 
other hand, has God as his head. As Lord and head of the church, with all that he 
does in and for and to the good of his church, Christ submits himself and serves the 
counsel and will of God, who from eternity chose for himself a church out of the 
world. So in his work and office, in his work of salvation and mediation, not according 
to his essential deity, Christ is subject to God. Melanchthon aptly remarks on this 
passage, Fit hic mentio non arcanae essentiae, sed ministerii. And in this ministerium the 
exalted Son of Man also stands. According to Isaiah 53, even after the exaltation of 
the Lord, the Servant of the Lord still carries out the Lord's purpose and good 
pleasure by raising up a seed, a holy seed, by sprinkling many Gentiles, and by 
applying to individual sinners the atonement which he has procured, the salvation 
which he has purchased. 

A third passage, which has been interpreted especially in the sense of 
subordinatianism, is the saying 1 Cor. 15:28: "But when all things shall be subdued 
unto him, then shall the Son himself also be subdued. 
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than to him that hath all things subject unto him, that God may be all in all." Only in 
the context of the speech can this apostolic statement be rightly understood. The 
whole passage which belongs here reads: "But now is Christ risen from the dead, 
and become the firstfruits of them that sleep. For by a man cometh death, and by a 
man the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam they all died, so in Christ they shall 
all be made alive. But every man in his own order. The firstfruits Christ, after that 
they which are Christ's, when he shall come. After that the end, when he shall deliver 
up the kingdom to God and the Father, when he shall abolish all rule, and all authority 
and power. But he must reign until he puts all his enemies under his feet. The last 
enemy to be put away is death. For he hath put all things under his feet. But when 
he says that all things are subject to him, it is evident that he is excepted who has 
put all things under him. But when all things shall be subject unto him, then shall the 
Son himself also be subject unto him that put all things under him, that God may be 
all in all." 1 Cor. 15:20-28. 

This section also serves to elaborate the subject treated in the whole chapter, 
that is, the article of the resurrection of the dead. Christ is risen from the dead, as the 
firstfruits of them that sleep. By the resurrection of Christ, who is the Lord and head 
of the church, the resurrection of those who belong to Christ is guaranteed. Only the 
resurrection of believers, only the resurrection of life, is spoken of in the whole 
exposition. They that belong to Christo shall rise again when he shall come, at his 
visible return, TH zapovoia avtob, v. 23. The resurrection of Chri 
But the apostle connects the last with the end of all things, with the completion of 
salvation. And what he says of this he opposes to the present state of things and 
points to the reign of Christ, which lies in the middle between his exaltation and his 
return. 

This last point, the reign of Christ on this earth, we will first consider. When we 
have rightly understood its nature, we shall see clearly what is meant by the handing 
over of the kingdom to the Father, v. 24, and from this again arises the right 
understanding of the words, "Then shall the Son also be subject unto him that hath 
all things subject unto him, that God may be all in all." 

"But he must reign," writes the apostle, designating as the final date of this 
reign of Christ the day when God "putteth all his enemies under his feet." He began 
to reign when God said to the Son and Lord of David, "Sit thou at my right hand." By 
citing words from the opening of the 110th Psalm, St. Paul points us to that Psalm in 
the first place. The same describes the kingdom and reign of Christ, which is the 
present New Testament aeon between heaven and earth. 
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and the Second Coming of Christ. Christ is now sitting at the right hand of God, he 
is also as a man in the full position and use of the divine power and majesty. He who 
sits at the right hand of God has a place, a throne on earth. It is Ps. 110:2, "The 
LORD shall send the scepter of thy power out of Zion." The Son of David reigns in 
Zion. Zion is the place where God reveals Himself, where God dwells in the midst of 
His people. The New Testament Zion is the church of Christ. Where two or three are 
gathered in His name, where the gospel is preached, where the sacrament is 
administered, there the Lord has promised His presence of grace, there Christ, true 
man and God, dwells and is enthroned. Matth. 18, 20. 28, 18-20. From here Christ 
stretches out the scepter of his authority, from here he spreads his dominion over 
the whole earth, to the ends of the earth. Through the service of his believers, 
through the preaching of the gospel, he gathers and wins a people from all nations 
of the earth. Everywhere on earth children are born to Christ through the Word and 
the Spirit. Ps. 110, 3: Those who are converted to Christ from all nations, who 
become his own and serve him, are the subjects of Christ the King, and form the 
kingdom of Jesus Christ. And the exalted Christ sustains and rules his church on 
earth by word and spirit. This reign of Christ, of course, is not visible to the eyes, it 
is hidden from the eyes of men. Christ reigns precisely through the Word. He is, as 
Luther calls him, rex verbalis. His kingdom is a spiritual kingdom, a kingdom of the 
spirit and of faith. And this is connected with the fact that Christ's church at present 
has its place in this world of sin and death. Both the Psalmist and the Apostle 
emphatically emphasize that Christ brings His dominion to bear upon His enemies. 
In the Psalm the Lord says to David's Lord, "Reign in the midst of thine enemies." 
Ps. 110:2. The enemies of Christ lead the great word on this earth, sit here in power 
and honor. They are rulers, authorities, powers, hostile to God, who rule the course 
of this world. 1 Cor. 15:24; and so Christ's rule consists essentially in snatching the 
redeemed souls from the power of Satan, and in protecting and preserving the souls 
which he has won and made serviceable to himself, against the attempts of the evil 
one and the hostile world, just as he represents his own, who have not yet entirely 
put away their wicked, sinful ways, as the eternal priest (Ps. 110:4) before God his 
Father. Christ the King then also leads his people, who are vain willing, into battle 
with him. Ps. 110, 3. He strengthens his faithful, and helps them that they may carry 
forth the good fight of faith. The apostle also refers back to the 8th Psalm, 1 Cor. 
15:27, from which he quotes the words, "Thou hast put all things under his feet," and 
reminds us that the exalted Son of Man has all creatures, the whole created world, 
in his power and authority, and that he has subjected all things to the work which he 
has done in and for his own sake. 
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Church has, makes it serviceable. However, he used the term "all" in a very general 
and absolute sense, and subsumed the enemies of God and Christ under it, and 
only at the end of time did he see all things without exception, except God, lying 
completely under the feet of Christ. From the nature and character of Christ's 
kingdom and reign, it is evident that this is not yet the last and the perfect. 

And about the end and the completion of the church the apostle now wants to 
teach the Christians in particular. When Christ has gathered his church, when he 
has, to use Luther's expression, "gathered the children of God together," "brought 
them all into his kingdom who belong to it," then the end will come. Then Christ will 
be manifested in his divine glory before all the world. 1 Cor. 15:23, Then shall all his 
enemies lie at his feet. Then all will be subject to him. 1 Cor. 15, 25. 28. Then he will 
abolish all the hostile powers and dominions of earth and hell, and put them out of 
power and effect. 1 Cor. 15, 24. Then the Lord will smite at his right hand the kings 
of the earth. Ps. 110, 5. Then also the last enemy, death, shall be abolished. 1 Ebr. 
15, 26. Then Christ will snatch from death its prey, and raise from the dead all the 
faithful who have fallen asleep, and make them partakers of fine life. 1 Cor. 15, 22. 
23. and then he delivers the kingdom to God and the Father. 1 Cor. 15, 24. After 
what has been said so far there can be no doubt what is meant by this. The handing 
over of the kingdom comprehends, as Calov aptly remarks, a double in itself, the 
praesentatio electorum and the resignatio regiminis. Christ presents himself with his own 
to the Father and says to him: "Behold, here am | and the children whom thou hast 
given me. | have lost none of them. He presents to God the people whom he has 
taken from the power of sin and Satan and made his own, whom he has preserved 
from evil, and whom he has now also taken back from death and transfigured and 
perfected. He hands over the chosen children to his Father as perfect children of 
God and men of God. And with this he lays down his kingship. Of the kingdom of 
Christ it is well written that there will be no end to it. The people of God, the church 
of Christ, abide forever. Christ lives and reigns forever. But the kind, form, and shape 
that God's kingdom has in this time, on this earth, will then cease. Word and faith 
has accomplished its purpose. Strife and contention has come to an end. All hostile 
potencies, sin, death, world, devil, are done out of the midst. When the days of his 
humiliation were fulfilled, Christ said to his Father, "I have finished the work which 
thou gavest me to do." Now also, at the end, the work is finished which was 
commanded to the exalted Christ on earth. And so Christ, having 
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All accomplished, as king of the kingdom of grace, as rex verbalis crown and scepter 
down, lays it in the hand of the Father, whose counsel and will he has brought forth. 
But the apostle has nothing else in mind than this handing over of the kingdom 
to the Father when he writes 1 Cor. 15:28: "But when all things shall be subject unto 
him, then shall the Son himself also be subject unto him that put all things under 
him." When all things are at the feet of Christ, when the hostile powers and 
dominions are abolished, then one thing and another will happen, then Christ will 
hand over the kingdom to the Father, and then the Son will also be subject to the 
Father. The one coincides with the other. Exactly according to the original text the 
words are, "Then shall the Son also be subject unto Him that put all things under 
Him." dzotay-noep& a1 has here, as often, 
medial meaning. The son's doing is meant, with which the son returns a 
corresponding doing of the father. First the father submitted everything to the son, 
and now the son submits himself to the father. More recent theologians, such as 
Frank ("System der christlichen Wahrheit" II, p. 491. 492), interpret this submission 
of the Son to the Father as meaning that, after the Son had previously stood in the 
center during the process of salvation history, at last "the Son steps back again 
behind the Father," returns to his original position, to the relationship of subordination 
to the Father that is essential to him as Son, and the Father then again comes into 
the foreground as God yategoytyv. Such ideas 
are completely foreign to the context. The apostle, who here describes the 
completion of the kingdom of God, does not want to say anything about the essential 
relationship of the Son to the Father. Christ, as the whole context proves, is not 
considered according to his eternal nature, according to his divine nature, but as the 
incarnate Son of God, according to his work and office, as the mediator of salvation. 
Not only the high priestly suffering and dying of Christ, the redemption by his blood, 
but also the royal regiment of Christ, by virtue of which he gathers and finally 
transfigures and perfects his church, belongs to the mediatorial and saving work of 
Christ. Having accomplished this work of salvation and brought many brethren with 
him to glory, he relinquishes his former kingship and his mediatorial office in general, 
since the people of the perfected righteous have no need of a mediator, nor of a 
protector and shield, or, what is the same, submits himself and his church to the 
Father. He lays himself and all the gain and profit of his prophetic, high priestly, and 
royal work and activity at the feet of him who first put everything under his feet for 
the purpose of carrying out and completing his work on earth. The mediator of 
salvation and the whole economy of salvation gives way and makes room for 
another, a higher stage, the state of perfection. The Light of Grace 
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gives way to the higher, more perfect light of glory. Among the newer ones, v. 
Hofmann has rightly recognized this connection of thoughts, though he has his own 
thoughts about the reign of Christ. He writes: "The Son's submission to the Father 
consists in his ceasing to occupy a position in the inner world between the 
supramundane God and the world, which makes him appear as its ruler, distinct 
from God, as the possessor of a power sovereignty peculiarly his own. As he went 
from the inner world, in which he served his father's will, to the super-world, so now 
his inner-worldly rule ceases, after the purpose of it has been fulfilled." It does not 
stand in the way of this version that he who submits to the Father is called "the Son," 
x Mc, and not, say, Xpiotdc. We must remember what position at all Scripture assigns 
to the Son of God in the economy of salvation. The Father sent His Son into the 
world, the Son of God became man, not the Father, the incarnate Son of God 
redeemed sinners, and now in the state of exaltation gathers all Christendom, and 
some day transfigures and perfects His church, and will then place the work which 
He was commissioned to do, and which He took upon Himself, in the Father's hand, 
and thus declare it finished. 

The last stage, the perfect stage, which begins with the surrender of the 
kingdom to the Father and the submission of the Son to the Father, is finally 
characterized by St. Paul with the words "that God may be all in all. 1 Cor. 15, 28. 
This statement also does not involve any subordinate ideas, but rather excludes 
them. It does not speak of God the Father, as it did from v. 24 on, so that the Father, 
in distinction from the Son, is presented as God in the highest sense of the word, 
who embraces all things under Himself and in Himself. The subject of the sentence 
is "God," 0 be0¢, and God stands here, to speak with v. Hofmann, "not in opposition 
to the Son, but to that which is alien and hostile outside of God, and therefore to 
God." The kingdom of God is consummated. And all that is alien and hostile to God, 
which Christ, by his last act of rulership, has once for all done away with, is excluded 
from the eternal kingdom of God. What one sees, hears, tastes, feels, comes to 
know, is all of God. God is all in all. God, the essential, true God, dwells in the midst 
of His people, fills and permeates His church with His divine splendor and radiance, 
with His heavenly clarity and glory, and gives Himself without cover or means 
according to all His goodness to the perfected children of God to behold, to feel, and 
to enjoy. But since Christ, the Son of God, is also the essential God, what is said 
here of God in general also applies to him, as it does to the Father. The triune God 
will be All in All. 
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Summa: In the whole passage of Scripture under discussion, it is not the 
eternal Son as such who is contrasted with the Father, but the work and office of the 
exalted Son of Man, the kingdom of JEsu Christ, which Christ rules from his 
exaltation until his visible return, is contrasted with the completed, eternal kingdom 
of God, and is, however, subordinated in so far as it serves as a means to the 
ultimate highest end. 

We will let several more games of Luther's interpretation follow. 

Luther remarks on 1 Cor. 15:24: "And then (says St. Paul) he, the Lord Christ, 
will hand over the kingdom to God the Father, etc." (1 Cor. 15:24). What is this? 
does not the Scripture everywhere say, that he shall remain king for ever, and that 
there shall be no end of his kingdom? How then does it rhyme that here he says he 
shall deliver up the kingdom, and make himself subject to the Father, and put his 
crown, sceptre, and all things into his bosom? Answer: He speaks of the kingdom 
of Christ now on earth, which is a kingdom of faith, in which he reigns by the word, 
not in a visible, public way, but as one sees the sun through a cloud, where the light 
is seen, but the sun itself is not seen; but when the clouds are gone, both light and 
sun are seen at the same time, in one way. So now Christ reigneth with the Father 
undivided, and is one kingdom: but the difference is, that now it is dark and hid, or 
veiled and covered up, even in faith and in word, that we see no more of it than 
baptism, sacrament, nor hear of it than the outward word; which is all his power and 
might, whereby he reigneth and worketh all things. We would gladly have him reign 
like emperors or kings, with outward splendor and power, and strike with fists among 
the wicked; but he will not do it now, but will reign secretly and invisibly, in our hearts, 
by the word alone, and by the same protect and preserve us under our weakness, 
against the power and authority of the world. And this is the kingdom which is here 
on earth, and which shall be hereafter in heaven; but it is not now covered up, neither 
is it seen. Just as a florin in a purse or pocket is a true florin, and remains the same 
when | draw it out and have it in my hand, but it is no longer hidden; so the treasure 
that is now covered up for us, so that we no longer know anything about it, without 
our hearing and believing, he wants to bring out and make public in the sight of all 
the world. Nevertheless we have the same treasure for certain, just as a merchant, 
when he has seals and letters, is as certain of his money as if he had it in his pocket; 
So that here it is by faith alone, through Word and Sacrament, that | hold without 
doubt that we are the children of God, and the kingdom of the Lord Christ, and he 
our King, who rules and protects us against all enemies, and helps us out of all 
troubles, even though we do not see it, but feel the contradiction, that sin oppresses 
us, the devil 
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terrifies and afflicts, death strangles, the world persecutes, and all things overwhelm 
and oppress. But it is said, thou shalt not see, but believe; not with the five senses, 
but with the five senses alone, hearing only what the word of God says to you, until 
the hour comes when Christ will make an end of it, and present himself in his majesty 
and dominion, when you will see and feel, what thou now believest, sin blotted out 
and drowned, death taken away and out of sight, the devil and the world laid at thy 
feet, and shall be a manifest being with God, and all things clear before thee, as a 
treasure laid up, as we now desire and wait. This is what St. Paul means when he 
says, that Christ will deliver up the kingdom to God the Father; that is, he will put 
away faith and the hidden things, and present his own before God the Father, and 
so set us manifestly in the kingdom which he has made, and is now daily working, 
that we may see him without cover and darkly in word, most clearly; and will then be 
called, not a kingdom of faith, but of clearness and public being. And although it is 
one kingdom, both of Christ (who for his sake became man, that he might establish 
faith in him) and of God (for he that heareth Christ heareth God the Father himself), 
yet it is now properly called the kingdom of the Lord Christ, because God is now hid 
in his majesty, and hath given Christ all things, that he might bring us unto him by 
his word and baptism; and also hid himself in Christ, that we should seek and know 
God nowhere but in him. But there it will actually be called the kingdom of God, after 
Christ has accomplished all that he is to accomplish, and no longer reigns under our 
weakness and adversity, but has put away death and sin, and all that is against God, 
and has brought us to see him with the Father in the divine majesty, and shall no 
more need his gospel, baptism, and remission of sins, nor learn to know him, nor 
fear any more any calamity; but shall be with us in the present visible being, the 
same God, eternal righteousness, blessedness, and life; and shall communicate all 
these things unto us, that we may be as he is." St. Louis ed. VIII, pp. 1167-1169. 
And to 1 Cor. 15:28: "Then cometh he again, resolving that he hath said, how 
that Christ shall deliver up the kingdom to God the Father, when there shall be 
another thing altogether: out of faith a clear face, out of the word the essence, out of 
the dark understanding a bright sun; when we shall see presently all our enemies, 
both which we have now on earth, and death with them, utterly put to death and 
destroyed. And the word is always used, that the Father is Christ's all-subject, and 
that he is excepted who is his all-subject, and that the Son, when he has made all 
things his all-subject, will himself also be his all-subject. These seem to be vain 
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Dark words; but all things, as | have said [§ 156], are spoken to make a distinction 
between the kingdom of God and the kingdom of Christ; though in himself it is one 
kingdom. But now therefore Christ is called, that we should live in it by faith, and not 
see him bodily, nor hear him, as a worldly king is seen sitting before the eyes in his 
kingdom, with the royal crown, and great and glorious splendor. For it is not yet 
manifest what we have in him, and shall obtain by the gospel, sacrament, and faith. 
But afterward it shall be called the kingdom of God, when it shall no more be hid, but 
shall be made manifest to all creatures, and faith shall cease. Which is called 
delivering up the kingdom to the Father, that is, presenting us and all his Christianity 
manifestly before the Father in eternal clarity and glory, that he himself may reign 
without any covering. Nevertheless Christ will remain in his dominion and majesty, 
for he is the same God and Lord, eternal and almighty with the Father. But because 
he now so reigns by his word, sacrament, etc..., that the world seeth not, it is called 
Christ's kingdom, and all things must be subject unto him, "except he that maketh all 
things subject unto him," until the last day, when he shall destroy all things, and then 
submit himself with all his kingdom unto the Father, and say unto him: | have hitherto 
reigned with thee in faith; this | deliver unto thee, that they may now see me in thee, 
and thee in me, together with the Holy Ghost, in One Divine Majesty, and have 
manifestly and enjoy all things in thee, which they have hitherto believed and waited 
for. Then God will be all in all," that is, each one will have in God himself all that he 
now has in all things, so that when he is revealed, we will all have enough in soul 
and body, and will no longer be allowed to have so many things as we now have to 
have on earth; first, for the need and preservation of body and life, father and mother, 
food and drink, house and home, clothing and shoes, as well as princes and lords 
who protect us and make peace. Then, in the spiritual government, pastors and 
preachers, who teach and administer the sacraments, comfort in afflictions, and 
counsel in matters of conscience, etc.; item, sun and moon, air, fire, and water for 
the whole world. And who can tell all that a man must have here on earth, for the 
sole need of his body? But there it will all be over, and none of them will be of any 
value, but will have so much in God that no food, no drink, no malt liquor will be so 
delicious, nor so good to eat or drink, as God himself will do with a sight, that you 
will always be strong and fresh, healthy and happy, and brighter and more beautiful 
than the sun and the moon, so that all the garments and precious things worn by a 
king or emperor will be mere dung compared to this, when we will be enlightened by 
a divine sight alone. Neither shall we have any patron, nor any authority, nor money, 
nor goods, nor house, nor manor, nor any 
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We are not allowed to take any of the bodily goods, but have all things in him alone; 

so we also have all spiritual goods, eternal righteousness, comfort and joy of 

conscience, so that no one will frighten us any more, nor make us misled or restless. 

Summa, what we now have to take from all creatures to and fro, singly and 

piecemeal, though it also comes and is given from him, for this we shall have him 

alone without means, without all lack and cessation." St. Louis VIII, pp. 1186-1188. 
(To be continued.) 


An expert opinion on the lodge question. 


The lodge question has by no means ceased to be a burning question in recent 
times. The lodges or secret societies have not become fewer, but many more than 
they used to be, and their number is still increasing. Nor have these brotherhoods 
become better, but the old ones have remained essentially what and how they were, 
and the new ones have taken the old ones as their pattern. If, therefore, pastors and 
congregations had cause in former times to watch and to defend, lest by this 
pestilence, which creeps in darkness, the church should be infected and broken up, 
they have even more cause now. Yes, if we now wanted to change our position 
towards the lodges, to disarm towards this hostile power, this could only mean one 
of two things: either we would have stood and fought wrongly before, where we 
should have kept peace, or we would be tired of the fight as a hopeless and 
unsuccessful one. In both cases we would give satisfaction on two sides. In the first 
place, the lodges would rejoice, for they now know quite well who has so far in many 
places interfered with them and hindered their progress. On the other hand, some of 
those whose lax position against the lodge system has been punished by our 
testimony in doctrine and practice would also feel relieved. The latter is especially 
evident from the fact that such people have already tried several times to weaken 
our testimony, which was highly inconvenient to them. Pastors and congregations of 
our association, who were serious against the secret societies, were told that they 
wanted to be "more Missourian than Missouri itself"; that our synod was not so strict 
and resolutely opposed to the lodges as some people thought. 

A saying that has been exploited or, misused in this sense is found in the 
Synodal Report of the Eastern District of our Synod of 1873, where it says on page 
47: 

"If, on the other hand, a lodge-man no longer participates in the idolatrous 
nature of the lodge, but rather rejects it and testifies against it, be- 
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If he no longer seeks the Lodge, he is to be admonished with all patience and 
doctrine, but to be borne as long as he otherwise proves himself to be a righteous 
Christian. Here, they say, Missouri herself declares that under certain 
circumstances lodge brothers may be tolerated in the congregation, and this is also 
practiced in the Council. It is true that they do not approve of the lodges and also 
testify against them, but they tolerate and support those lodge members who cannot 
see the reprehensibility of the lodge system and otherwise prove themselves to be 
Christians, and this practice has been acknowledged and recommended by 
Missouri himself as correct; it is therefore unreasonable and to be measured with 
an unequal degree if church bodies which practiced in this way are accused of laxity 
in the fight against the secret societies. 

In order to contribute something to our part, so that those of our brethren who 
do not have the Synodal Report referred to are not misled by such 
misinterpretations of the passage cited and come to think that this statement does 
not correspond to the position of our Synod, At the same time, in order to bear 
witness to the outside world against those who have publicly distorted our doctrine 
and practice, we are printing here an expert opinion which the theological faculty 
here has submitted in response to a request addressed to it concerning the passage 
in question and the understanding of it. The opinion reads: 

"They ask us for 'such an explanation that sentence 7 (of the theses of the 
Eastern District of 1873 printed in GroBes "Unterscheidungslehren") will be set 
right. We are, however, of the opinion that that sentence does not require 
rectification, but must only be understood according to its intention. 

"You write, it is true, that in the sentence quoted it is said that the man of the 
Lodge has such a knowledge that he not only recognizes the idolatrous nature in 
the Lodge, but also rejects it and even bears witness against it; nevertheless he is 
to be borne, tolerated in the congregation’. Now in that thesis nothing is ‘said’ of 
‘knowledge’, but with what is said there a certain knowledge is presupposed, namely 
not a knowledge of the reprehensibility of lodge life in general, but only of the 
reprehensibility of the 'idolatrous nature of the lodge’, in which he therefore no 
longer participates, but rather testifies against it by explaining to the other lodge 
members why he no longer participates in the religious exercises and events of the 
lodge or generally stays away from the meetings of the lodge. However, the man 
who has recognized that the Lodge religion is idolatry, that the Lodge oath is an 
abuse of the name of God and that he has sinned with all of it, and who also 
expresses his knowledge of this to his Lodge brothers and by staying away from the 
Lodge, may be able to show that he is not a member of the Lodge. 
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The fact that he has followed the orders of the meetings has not yet led him to the 
realization that even through his mere membership without active participation, 
through his contributions to the Lodge treasury, etc., he still retains a certain co- 
responsibility for the doings and activities of the Lodge. He may think that what 
remains of his lodge membership is of a purely business nature, only the 
continuation of a financial investment, the objectionability of which he has not yet 
recognized. What is to be done with such a one? Is he to be excluded from the 
communion of the Sacraments and from the right to vote, as is to be done in the 
case of those about whom the preceding 6th thesis has dealt? Or, on the contrary, 
is such a person, who is convinced of the main grievances of the lodge, but who is 
still ignorant in other matters, and who is ignorantly participating in the sins of others, 
to be allowed because of his ignorance, and to be treated as a Christian man of 
good character? To this the Seventh Thesis says: Neither of the two. While one 
treats the one who still participates in false worship as one who has erected a 
partition between himself and the congregation, one will regard the one described in 
Thesis 7 as an erring one, who indeed errs in ignorance, but to whom one is indebted 
to set him right from the error of his way, by continuing the instruction one has begun 
as on a brother whom one carries in his weakness, while one works on him in the 
hope that one will succeed in advancing him so far in knowledge that he will also 
recognize the still existing connection with the lodge as sinful and break it off. 

"If, however, in the course of these negotiations with him, it becomes evident 
that he persists in his standpoint, not in weakness and ignorance, but against better 
conviction, or if he relapses into gross participation in the idolatrous lodge's 
sacrileges, then the brotherly relationship ceases, and the case is then dealt with 
according to Thes. 6.' From the contrast to Thes. 6 also explains the form of Thes. 
7, that it does not say: "So he is still to be borne, but with all patience he is to be 
admonished in doctrine," but the other way around: "He is to be admonished with all 
patience and doctrine, but he is to be borne so long," etc. But both belong together 
and are not to be separated. It shall not come to pass that he is carried without being 
admonished again and again, and both, the brotherly teaching and admonishing, 
shall cease when it has been shown that one has to do with an unbeliever after all. 
When it has come to this, the thesis does not say, and must be judged by looking at 
the individual case in its circumstances. If the exhortation is continued with all 
patience and doctrine, the time will come when the congregation will know clearly 


where it stands, and that the Seventh Thesis does not think of a carrying ad infinitum 
or for all time, is evident from the fact that it says immediately before: 'Christians too 
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The people of the world can be so weak that they do not for a long time recognize a 
sin that only becomes clear as such through a conclusion. Ber. Oestl. Dist. 1873, p. 
46. 'Long time' does not mean ‘from all time’. But how long in the individual case the 
work is to be continued in the manner suggested in Thes. 7, or what may be involved 
in the fact that the lodge-man, who was at first treated as a weak man, exhibits 
himself as an unchristian, and compels the congregation to change its procedure 
with him and put an end to the 'indolent' man, is not stated in the thesis. 

"In the same way, however, the second contradiction which you thought to find 
in the thesis is not in fact contained in it. For it is not said of the 'lodge-man' who 'no 
longer visits the lodge’ that he 'testifies against it. If he were to testify ‘against it,' 
namely, the Lodge with all that is in and about it, he would, of course, in order not to 
contradict himself, have to take it as his starting-point, and thus give effect to the 
testimony of his mouth. But now it is said in the thesis: The words 'the same' and 
‘against' do not refer to the Lodge - otherwise 'the same’ would have to be written - 
but to the 'idolatrous nature of the Lodge’, and this rejection and this testimony have 
been followed by the man of the Lodge thought of here, in that he 'no longer takes 
part’ in that which he rejects and against which he testifies, namely, precisely in the 
‘idolatrous nature’, and also tells the other men of the Lodge why he does not do so. 
This testimony, however, must also be made obligatory on the weak man who has 
not yet attained to full and all-round knowledge of the other lodge grievances, but 
who has comprehended the reprehensibility of their idolatry and denial of Christ, that 
he therefore not only remain tacitly aloof from the cult of the lodge, but with honest 
testimony renounce an unchristian, godless activity, as well as the binding force of 
the godless oaths which he may have sworn with desecration of the name of God 
and under ceremonies of worship. Here, too, it is evident that, where this seventh 
thesis is taken seriously and practiced conscientiously, there is no room for lax 
practice. 

"Finally, we call attention to the fact that our conception of the thesis also finds 
its full confirmation in a passage of the paper on p. 46 of the report cited. There it 
says: If he promises, however, not to visit the Lodge any longer and to be taught 
further, | will admit him for the time being. If a lodge-brother shuts himself up to 
instruction, he is done with; but if he is only weak and has an open ear for God's 
word, but still cannot see through the reasons against the lodge system, he must still 
be borne; for one may still hope to win him over.' From this it is quite clear what is 
meant by 'carrying' him, namely, that he is to be carried ‘for the present,’ while one 
deals with him from God's word and may still hope, 
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to win him over, that he should recognize all that is annoying and sinful in the lodge, 
and leave off such ungodly worldly beings, nor treat him as a fellow-Christian whom 
one wants to set right, but not that one should let him run along, as it were, as an 
incurable, but not exactly dangerously ill patient. 

"Believing that in the above we have placed the thesis with which we are here 
concerned in the right light of its wording and context, we remain = 

So much for the opinion. It is intended to be nothing more than an exegesis of 
a proclamation of one of our district synods that has been in public print for more 
than twenty years, and for which, of course, our entire synod is responsible. We also 
live in the cheerful conviction that our synod has no cause to revise or even to revoke 
that thesis, and that wherever the rule laid down in it is practiced, and only where it 
is followed in the cases covered by it, the practice corresponds to the word of God, 
as experience has taught until recent times that God does not disgrace pastors and 
congregations who walk and act according to this rule. A. G. 


The doctrine of justification according to the Apology. 


On August 3, 1530, in Augsburg, the Confutation, the Roman counter-scripture 
to the Augustana read on June 25, was read to the Lutheran princes in German 
translation by his secretary Schweis. Charles V. approved the same and demanded 
that the Lutheran princes "be willing to believe, teach, and adhere to such an opinion. 
(73, 1. 1) The Lutherans then asked for a copy of the Confutation, "so that they might 
actually see and consider what the opponents were about to condemn, and the more 
correctly answer their cause and the reasons given. (73, 2.) This was refused to the 
Lutherans at first, but was later promised, but only on condition that they would first 
swear that they would not write anything against the Confutation, that they would not 
read it to others or submit it to printing, and that they would unite with the Emperor 
and the other estates in the opinion set forth in the Confutation. These "attached 
obligations and condition" the preface to the Apology calls "periculosissimae 


conditiones, which they have no way of willing." (73, 2.) 


1) We cite after the edition of Miller. 
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In fact, the Lutherans had been refused a copy of the Confutation. They had not 
expected this, but rather "certainly thought that the opponents would hand over such 
a copy quite willingly and gladly without any difficulty, or would also offer it to us," 
especially "in this great, highly important matter, which does not concern temporal 
things, but a common religion, all salvation and welfare of the consciences, and in 
turn also great danger and difficulty for them. (73, 2.) Also in the verbal negotiation, 
pacificatio, which was then scheduled, "since ours - as Melanchthon says - offered 
themselves most gladly to bear, tolerate, and do everything that could be done 
without burdening the consciences, the adversaries stubbornly maintained their 
genuine Roman demand for blind obedience, and demanded that the Lutherans 
should consent "to some public abuses and errors" and "to believe and hold as the 
theologians' confutation reads. (74, 4.) This immoral and mean imposition, "in such 
high and most important matters, affecting many and their own souls and 
consciences, to consent to a writing which one did not want to hand over to them, 
nor to grant or hand over to them" (74, 4), was rejected by the princes with 
indignation and decisiveness. "Quomodo enim assentirentur in causa religionis, scripto 
non inspecto!" And how might they condemn articles "which they neither would nor 


could indulge"! "Sine scelere" they could not consent to the emperor's demand, "for 
they would publicly act against God and respectability." (74, 4.) 

Although the adversaries had made it sufficiently clear "that they - as the 
preface to the Apology says - seek neither truth nor unity, but only to drink our blood," 
Melanchthon was nevertheless commissioned "to write an apologiam confessionis, a 
protective speech or apologia of our first confession - the Augustana, in which 
causes would be shown to the imperial majesty why we do not accept the 
confutation, and why the same would not be founded," and to show "that there were 
very great and important reasons why we would not have accepted the confutation. 
(74, 5-7.) Since, however, the Romans "failed to provide a copy in spite of pleas, 
entreaties, and the highest requests," Melanchthon, as he himself reports, had to 
base his refutation on what "he himself and others had caught and distinguished in 
the reading of the Confutation as the summa and argument almost in haste and as 
in sequence. (74, 6.) While still at Augsburg, Melanchthon completed the protective 
writing "with the advice and misgivings of several others" (74, 10) and, when the 
Lutheran princes had taken their leave, delivered it to the imperial majesty, "who, 
however, as the preface informs us, refused to accept the apology that had been 
answered. (74, 7.) 

When in the following year Melanchthon also received the copy of the 
Confutation, of which he judged "that much in it is so dangerous, so poisonous, and 
envious 
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that it might deceive pious people in some places," he added the necessary 
additions to the Apology, especially in the article on justification (74:10), and 
submitted it to the printer with the heartfelt prayer: "And thou, O Lord Jesus Christ, 
thy holy gospel, it is thy cause; see that many an afflicted heart and conscience, and 
thy church and company, which suffer fear and distress from the devil, receive and 
strengthen thy truth. Put to shame all hypocrisy and lies, and so give peace and 
unity, that your glory may prosper and your kingdom may grow and increase without 
ceasing against all the gates of hell." (76, 19.) 

Melanchthon's purpose in writing the Apology was to defend the Augustana 
against the attacks, objections, and distortions of the Papist Confutation, to explain 
and substantiate the controversial, brief doctrinal articles of the same in more detail, 
and to refute the errors of the opponents. The Formula of Concord also describes 
this as the purpose of the Apology when it says (568, 6): "In order that one might 
explain and defend oneself more thoroughly against the papists, and not allow errors 
condemned under the name of the Augsburg Confession to creep into the Churches 
of God, and be able to help themselves to them, a detailed Apology was written after 
the Confession had been handed down and published in public print in 1531 etc. 
We also confess to this Apology. To the same we also unanimously confess, 
wherein the said Augsburg Confession has not only been needfully elaborated and 
preserved, but has also been proven with bright, irrefutable testimonies of the Holy 
Scriptures." - Precisely because the Emperor had demanded of the Lutheran 
princes that they "should be willing to believe and hold as the theologians' 
Confutation reads" (74:4), therefore the Apology should indicate the "reasons why 
they could not accept the Confutation, why it was not founded, and that there were 
very great and important reasons why they might not have accepted the Confutation. 
(74, 5-7.) Since, on top of all this, the papists on 22. Since, on September 22, the 
papists had publicly announced the draft of an imperial treaty and had proclaimed 
to all the world that they had "removed the Lutheran confession from the Holy 
Scriptures" at Augsburg (74:8), everyone should be able to see from the apologia 
and protective speech "how and what the opponents had judged, how they had 
condemned some articles against the public Scriptures and the clear word of the 
Holy Spirit, and could never say with truth that they had answered for a title from the 
Holy Scriptures against us. (74, 9.) To be sure, Melanchthon did not engage in "all 
the quarrelsome, mutinous intrigues of the adversaries" in the Apology. (There 
would be, he says, innumerable books to be written of them.) All the more, however, 
did he endeavor to grasp "their best, highest reasons" and put them to shame. (75, 
15.) 
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At the same time, however, the Apology also wanted to confess anew, confirm, and 
explain in more detail the truth known in the Augustana. "The Apology was to be "a 
clear testimony before the eyes of the high and low classes, of the present and our 
descendants, of all native Germans, and also of all the world, of all foreign nations, 
and to stand forever that we - the Lutherans - have taught purely, divinely, and rightly 
of the Gospel of Christ. (75, 15.) "The public divine currency, without which the 
church of Christ cannot be or remain, and the eternal holy word of the gospel, on 
which the whole holy Christian faith, the whole Christian church, depends, the 
highest, most necessary articles of Christian doctrine, without which the Christian 
church, together with the whole Christian doctrine and name, would be forgotten and 
perish", these doctrines, which had been suppressed by the papists for so many 
years and brought to light again, especially by Luther, and of whose consoling power 
many pious people had borne witness in their consciences, could not and would not 
be denied and rejected, but confessed anew. (75, 16-18.) Thus, as she herself says 
in 87, 4, this was the purpose of the whole Apology, "to confirm our confession, and 
to lay to rest what the adversaries have brought forward." Now Melanchthon, when 
he wrote thus, was thinking especially of the article on justification, which is already 
indicated by the words taken from the preface. He wanted to thoroughly expound 
the Lutheran doctrine that man is justified before God by faith alone and not by 
works, and to prove all Roman objections against it to be null and void. Therefore 
Melanchthon deals with this most extensively in the 4th and 5th (2nd and 3rd) 
articles of the Apology, and returns to it again and again in the remaining articles. 
Melanchthon wanted to show this "correctly, brightly, and clearly," and to make it "so 
clear and certain that one may grasp it," that not works, but faith alone justifies us. 
"Sed - saith he 126, 109 - non pudet nos stultitiae evangelii. Id propter gloriam Christi 
defendimus et rogamus Christum, ut Spiritu Sancto suo adjuvet nos, ut id illustrare ac 


patefacere possimus." The frequent repetitions are also intended to serve this purpose. 
"The adversaries - it is said 136, 160 - are deaf and have thick ears, therefore we 
must often recover the rule to them, that the law without Christ makes no man godly 
for God, and that all works are acceptable for Christ's sake alone." And on Rom. 5:2, 
"Through Christ we have an access to the Father by faith," the Apology 140:193 


remarks, "Hanc sententiam toties inculcamus propter per- spicuitatem." So then 
Melanchthon also hopes that this work of his will not be a wasted effort. "Speramus - 
he says 151, 268 - hanc, quamvis brevem, disputationem bonis viris ad confirmandam 
fidem, ad docendam et consolandam conscientiam utilem futuram esse." 
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As in the fourth article of the Augustana the "not of works but by faith" comes 
to the fore against the Roman error, so also in the Apology. Against the "sola fide," 
this actual nerve of the Lutheran doctrine of justification, the Confutation had primarily 


directed its objection and demanded that the sola be deleted by the Lutherans. It is 
precisely this point, therefore, that the Apology seeks to clarify in particular and to 
defend against the Roman objections. The question, "Why do not works, but faith 
alone, make us righteous before God?" is therefore the real subject of the fourth 
article of the Apology. This is already evident from the headings, especially of the 
last three sections. The first section, the title of which coincides with the title of the 
whole article, and reads, "De justificatione, how to become pious and righteous before 
God," lays every stress on the fact that this is not done, as the Romans teach, by 
works. The second section is entitled, "What is the faith that makes one pious and 
just before God?" and accordingly describes primarily justifying faith according to its 
nature and character. The third section, with its heading, "That Faith in Christ Makes 
One Righteous," emphasizes the "sola fide," that faith alone and nothing else justifies 
man. The last section is entitled, "That we obtain forgiveness of sins through faith 
alone in Christ," and gives detailed scriptural proof of this truth, showing how it is in 
the nature of things that man can be justified by faith alone. The following article, "Of 
the Love and Fulfillment of the Law," also not only shows the connection between 
faith and works, but confirms what was said in the fourth article and refutes the 
objections raised by the papists against "sola fide.” 

That Melanchthon, who was especially skilled and gifted in expressing the truth 
he had clearly recognized in a clear, transparent way and in a beautiful form, 
succeeded in presenting the Lutheran doctrine with victorious clarity in the Apology, 
especially in the article on justification, must be confessed by everyone who has read 
the Apology. He who does not wish to entangle himself in manifest contradiction with 
the whole of Holy Scripture must lay down his arms before this article. Luther, who 
had been troubled by the long peace negotiations and Melanchthon's yielding and 
fickleness after the surrender of the Augustana, declared of the Apology that "by this 
writing Melanchthon has made good all that he should have provided by his too great 
love of peace and submission, with his at the same time anxious and fearful 
disposition. The Concordia Formula, too, in its article on justification, not only refers 
constantly to the presentation of this doctrine in the Apology, but also quotes from it 
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and often refers to it as a thorough discussion of the Lutheran doctrine in question, 
noting at the conclusion of her article (624, 6): "These errors and all such things we 
unanimously reject as contrary to the clear Word of God, and by God's grace 
steadfastly and continually persevere in the doctrine of the righteousness of faith for 
God, as the same is set forth, elaborated, and proved by God's Word in the 
Augsburg Confession and the Apologia which followed it." See still 611, 6; 619, 42; 
613, 19; 620, 44. F. B. 


Miscellany. 


The "Free Church" reports the following: In the matter of the dismissal of the two 
East Indian missionaries, No. 14 of the "Neue lutherische Kirchenzeitung" of April 8 
still brings the "Protest of Missionary F. Mohn" against the dismissal announced to 
him and a detailed "Report" by Missionary Th. Nather on the course of the whole 
business. From the latter, since the shortness of time and the lack of space do not 
permit the printing of the full report, we first take the following "Brief Statement of 
the Course of the Matter". "At the end of 1891 | was commissioned by the Missionary 
Church Council to deliver a lecture on inspiration at the Synod in February, 1892. 
After only a short time before individual missionaries had given cause by special 
teachings to emphasize right doctrine without regard to the person, we were 
astonished at the choice of this subject. It was foreseeable that here the minds would 
be divided. Immediately after the end of the lecture, the chairman explained, using 
Dieckhoff's pamphlet, that there were errors in Scripture, and that Luther shared this 
conviction. Missionary S. asserted: "Because it is written: Since it is written, 'The 
Holy Spirit shall testify of me, and ye shall testify also,’ God is not the sole author of 
the New Testament (though of the Old), but the apostles were his independent co- 
workers. After two or three short replications, the chairman closed the morning 
session. The chairman did not want to allow the proceedings to continue in the 
afternoon. Over noon, however, the differences had intensified to such an extent 
that, before the afternoon session began, several missionaries asked me (as 
speaker) to insist that they be given the floor so that they, too, could represent the 
correct doctrine. Although Missionary S. was now given the floor again to defend his 
above-mentioned debate, the chairman wanted to prevent any further debate. He 
therefore suggested that all friends of the doctrine presented should rise. This was 
done. Only about half of the synod members expressly agreed. 
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As a result of the repeated request of several brothers to publish the lecture as a 
confession to the whole trend of the times, which was now also making itself felt 
within the Mission, | asked the editors of the 'N. L. K.' and found willing cooperation. 
L. K.' and found willing acceptance. The publication in the "N. L. K.' 'touched Mr. 
Director v. Schwartz embarrassingly’, as | was informed by the chairman of the 
church council, although only conversationally. Since Father v. Barm asked me to 
write articles about the mission for the 'N. L. K.', | informed him of this in order to 
justify my somewhat negative answer. P. v. Barm informed some friends of this and 
at the same time turned to Director v. Schwartz on their behalf with the question of 
whether the "N. L. K." would be closed to the missionaries. L. K.' should be closed 
to the missionaries. In the meantime, the Kropper Kirchl. Anzeiger published this 
attack against the Leipzig Mission. The editor of the paper had probably received 
knowledge of this announcement. As a result, | was called to account. They upheld 
my claim of unanimity at the Synod of 1892 and, with the emphasis of a reprimand, 
forbade even private communications from the Mission to Father v. Barm. | 
protested against this, as well as against the proceedings against a brother close to 
me, against which seven other missionaries had also expressed their misgivings to 
the Director, in a letter which caused the Collegium to issue a sharp reprimand to 
me on May 19, 1893. In this letter of May 19, the Collegium admitted that | had a 
good right to the "opinion" that the propositions of my lecture follow with logical 
necessity from what Scripture and the Lutheran Confession say about the inspiration 
of Holy Scripture. But the Collegium denied me the right to lack "unanimity in 
doctrine" if a part of the brethren were of a different "opinion. So the right doctrine 
was declared to be an "opinion" which may possibly be wrong, but for which one 
need not die, and the wrong doctrine was declared to be a "view" which one must 
support and honor, because it may even be right. Thus the doctrine of inspiration 
has been stamped an open question. In principle, the door is opened to all false 
doctrine when it is demanded that room be given to the counter-sanctified false 
doctrine of inspiration. For this is precisely what makes the holy Scriptures an 
unconditional authority, that they are truly the Word of God without error. The 
contrary doctrine overturns the foundation of our certainty of faith. Therefore it is the 
duty of every true church servant, indeed of every Christian, not to support such 
counter doctrine, but to fight it. And thus | too was obliged to protest against the 
Collegial letter of May 19. | did so in the petition of July 11, and at the same time | 
claimed anew the right to speak in the matter of that unjustly treated brother (Gen. 
4:9). | 
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pointed out that according to Matth. 20, 25. 26. the matter was to be settled 
fraternally and that in the future such injustice and the resulting mutual mistrust, as 
well as the lawlessness of the missionaries, could be prevented if the synod were 
given a right of co-investigation and co-decision in matters that concern it and its 
members. To this petition | received a nobly adverse reply. | was admonished to add 
nothing to the Scriptures and to beware of disorder. | hoped, however, that a 
personal discussion with the Director, who was expected in India in October, would 
help to clarify matters. But the awareness of the difference which had gradually - 
since 1891 - become more and more apparent (Luther would call it an "other spirit") 
had lowered my hopes. Then Mr. Senior Pamperrien, to whom | had previously 
explained my misgivings in detail, surprised us with an invitation to Holy Communion 
and to a one-day conference, to which all the brethren from near and far were to 
come, in spite of the considerable expense, only to greet the Director and to have 
him explain to them the visitation questions, which were not so difficult after all. | 
asked the church council whether the celebration of the Lord's Supper could not 
follow the conference; other brethren would also be grateful for such a rescheduling. 
The answer was negative. Since | could thus only have participated in the meal of 
Christian faith and love fellowship with an uncertain, even wounded conscience - in 
the awareness of our difference in faith (doctrine of inspiration) and love (the cause 
of that brother) - if the separating elements had not first been removed, and since, 
on the other hand, the Director arrived in Tranquebar only a week before that 
meeting, but | was held back by the Reformation festival and the mission servants' 
conferences in Tanjore, which fell in that week, so the only thing left for me to do 
was either to remain quietly away from Holy Communion (which perhaps no one 
would have been outraged by, as several cases prove), or to submit my reservations 
in writing in time for the Director (as the collegial representative) to be able to remove 
them in good time. | considered the latter step to be more honest, and Br. Mohn, 
who knew my correspondence with the Collegium and shared my position, joined in 
the discussion through the letter published in the 'N. L. K.'. L. K.' of October 26. But 
instead of responding to our concerns in the least "Christian brotherly" manner, a 
letter from the Senior reached our hands as early as the Reformation Feast, 
excluding us from the Conference, although we were not suspended from office and, 
according to the Statutes, every Synod or Conference is open to every missionary 
in office! When at the conference twelve brothers interpellated the director about our 
absence, he thought he had done the right thing, because we had suspended him 
from the Lord's Supper! And he was able to do this, although Missionary Mohn, on 
his own behalf and on my own behalf, had written a timely enough reply. 
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We had protested in our letter to the Senior against the fact that our declaration of 
October 25 and 26 had been interpreted as an unconditional rejection of participation 
in Holy Communion, while we had hoped that the Director would still make it possible 
for us to participate through a friendly approach to the matter! In Majaveram, where 
we were to help with the preaching of the Gentiles on November 14 and 15, and 
where the missionaries W. and G. hoped that our meeting with Director von 
Schwartz would soothe the spirits of both parties, and that a closer acquaintance 
with each other would later lead to a peaceful settlement of differences, the Director 
demanded that we not be allowed into the mission house, but be sent away with the 
next train. After we had lingered in a building belonging to the mission house, where 
the flea plague prevailed, while the two of them tried (admittedly in vain) to change 
the Director's mind, we left the place through the back gate through which we had 
come. At the station, until the departure of the train, we were able to think about the 
‘fatherly’ conduct of the Director promised to us in the vocation (not to mention the 
‘brotherly’ conduct according to Matth. 20, 25. 26.) during the heat in a 3rd class 
coupe, although dirty, which was kindly left to us by the heathen stationmaster. Later 
the Director told us that he had 'scheduled an appointment’ for December 15, 
namely: 'for a hearing on the suspension of communion pronounced by you against 
us and the reasons for it'. Although it would have been easy to understand after 
those events if we had refused to appear, especially since the purpose - negotiating 
the suspension of communion - was a fictitious one, we went to Tranquebar. But 
although the director allowed three members of the church council to be his 
assessors, he refused to allow three brethren close to us to be witnesses at the trial. 
We owe it to the intercession of these brothers that the main reason for the hearing 
was only touched upon last and that our two questions were discussed beforehand. 
At the meeting, the director seemed to be anxious to get me to declare that my 
lecture must be made an appendix to the Concordia Book for the mission and that 
the entire mission church order must be overturned, or | would take my discharge! 
In spite of this, | explained our decision not to take part in the Lord's Supper of 
November 5 as follows: -lf | have quarreled with someone, we must unite before we 
go to Holy Communion together. | have not suspended communion; but | have 
excluded myself, as a Christian who has quarrelled does not go to holy communion 
until he is reconciled,' - the director persisted in saying that we had suspended him 
and others from communion. On the 16th of December, at noon, at the close of the 
meeting... 
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He drove me into a corner by the unmotivated question whether | would admit him 
to communion in Tanjore, which | unfortunately had to deny under the prevailing 
circumstances. The (not stenographic) minutes, which unfortunately are not 
complete, cannot be reproduced here in detail. The request to examine the lecture 
as to whether or not it contained the doctrine according to Scripture, in order to make 
possible an affirmative answer to our first question, if the doctrine of the lecture had 
been found to be identical with the doctrine according to Scripture and the 
confession, was rejected; likewise the further request, which was also made by us 
in the name of the three missionaries not admitted to the hearing, instead of the 
second question: that the matter of that brother, who in our opinion had been treated 
unjustly, be examined again in a friendly manner with the brothers. After these two 
easily fulfilled requests, the observance of which would have improved the situation 
considerably, with the reasoning, 'l cannot do that, because | am not a missionary: 
After these two easily fulfilled requests had been rejected on the grounds that '| 
cannot do that because | have to visit the wards’, we were given the choice of 
virtually revoking everything that we had recognized and proven to be right, or - to 
take our dismissal. At last my renewed protest of December 28, warning of God's 
wrath against unlawful removal of His servants, and again presenting the two 
petitions mentioned, was answered by a mortifying letter from the Director dated 
January 4, 1894, while a letter from the Senior reached my hands on January 4 (a 
Thursday) only an hour before his own arrival, announcing that he had been 
instructed to take over the Tanjore station the same week. Admittedly, the 
incomprehensible order could not be carried out. But on January 17, after the 
accounts and annual lists had been completed, the handover took place. Since the 
visitation was to take place on January 28, | had until January 27, in addition to 
answering the numerous questions of the visitation, to sell my carriage and my 
household utensils, which | had acquired from my predecessor only ten months ago 
for 600 rupees, in order to be able to vacate the house and leave the place of my 
effectiveness in time, in accordance with the Senior Council's wishes. In accordance 
with Br. Wannke's urgent wish, | then quickly decided to leave on the mail steamer 
‘Oriental’, which left Bombay on February 10, accompanied by his sick wife and little 
son. Missionary Mohn met the same fate in Negapatam as | did in Tanjore. His, as 
well as my parishioners, mourned our departure very much and showed their great 
devotion until the end. The Negapatam Christians, however, received the following 
reply to their joint petition to the church council, which they had submitted without 
his knowledge as a result of Br. Mohn's farewell sermon: 1. it was completely 
unknown to the church council that false inspirational teachings had crept in 
somewhere among us; 2. missionary 
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Nather wanted his lecture held in 1892 to be elevated to the status of a symbolic 
book and added to the Concordia; because this was rejected, he and Mohn 
separated from the mission; 3. there was no cause for alarm, as the latest conference 


confession proves! Sapienti sat! " (Conclusion follows.) 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


l. America. 


General Concil. The "Kirchenblatt" of the Canada Synod writes: "Again a German Lutheran 
Synod has left the General Concil. At its last meeting the Lutheran Synod of Texas voted almost 
unanimously to separate from the General Concil and join the lowa Synod. It is strange that in 
Diehl's Lutheran Calendar the lowa Synod is still counted as part of the General Concil, with the 
curious remark: 'Send delegates to the Concil', while it is known that the lowa Synod has not 
sent a delegate for years. There are now only two purely German Synods left in the General 
Council: the Lutheran Ministry of New York and the Canada Synod 

General Synod. From the "Witness to the Truth" we learn the following: "Pastor Joel Swartz, 
for nine years pastor at the Lutheran congregation in Gettysburg, in which the students of both 
the theological seminary and the college are, as it were, parochialized, has converted to the 
Congregationalists. He belonged, of course, to the General Synod. If only the other pastors of 
his ilk, of whom the said Synod still has many, would follow his example or return to the honest 
Lutheran faith! Then faithful Lutherans might begin to look with hope to this body. But now to 
make fellowship with pastors and congregations belonging to the General Synod, as the so- 
called ‘Luther League' is striving to do and is accomplishing in many places, is simply a denial 
of the truth, a union confounding the conscience." - How lightly this shameful denial of the truth 
is judged within the General Synod is evident from the following which we take from the 
"Lutheran Evangelist": "Dr. Joel Swartz, now serving the Congregational church, . . says he 
is no less a Lutheran than ever, and he knows, as well as any of us, what genuine Lutheranism 
is. The Doctor came into our General Synod because in it he found refuge from the 
persecutions of brethren of the stricter sect. During all his years of faithful and fruitful service 
he has been true to the Scriptural, fraternal, liberal spirit of the General Synod as he has been 
true to Christ. Dr. Swartz is an able preacher, a faithful pastor, and as we all know, a beloved 
brother, full of kindness and gentleness of the gospel. Nowhere has he had more seals to his 
devoted ministry than in his last charge, St. James, of Gettysburg, the Mecca of General 
Synod Lutheranism. We greatly regret that Doctor Swartz's name will no longer appear upon 
our church roll, but we are sure that his name is in the Lamb's Book of Life, and that, whilst 
in the body his testimony will be for the same Christ, to whom we all give heart allegiance. 
God will help his earnest ministry, and our prayer is that his last days may be his best days 


and the most fruitful in winning souls and in building hearts. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 155 


up the Kingdom. Life's battle ended, we will live and love and worship and work where 
earth's dividing lines have faded out under the fuller light of the land in which there is no 


darkness at all." The only thing the "Evangelist" is sorry for is not the apostasy from the truth, 
but that Doctor Swartz will no longer be on the list of pastors of the General Synod. And here 


the "Evangelist" is only consistent. If the congregations of the General Synod tolerate sect 
preachers in their pulpits, as was recently the case in Harrisburg, Pa. again, it is not foreseeable 
why "Lutheran" General Synod pastors should not take over sect congregations and convert to 
the same, if this otherwise appears advantageous to them. The "high calling" of the General 
Synod, of which its papers so often and so readily speak, is doubtless to place its pastors and 
congregations in the arms of the sects as quickly as possible. F. B. 


ll. Abroad. 


The Breslau Synod and the Leipzig Mission. The "Kirchenblatt", the organ of the Breslau 
Separates, has recently also spoken out about the dismissal of the two missionaries Nather and 
Mohn, as follows: "From our mission in India the saddening news has arrived that two 
missionaries, Nather and Mohn, have had to be dismissed from the mission service. Negotiations 
had already taken place before the arrival of the Mission Director von Schwartz in India; now, 
after the arrival of the Director, both declared that they could not participate in the communal 
celebration of the Lord's Supper if they did not receive a satisfactory answer to the two questions: 
1. Is the doctrine of the verbal inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, as taught in Scripture and the 
Confession, and which | (Nather) had the joy of confessing in my lecture of last year, the only 
legitimate doctrine in our Mission? 2. is the Mifsions-Collegium willing, in obedience to Matth. 
20, 25. 26. to declare the Church Council to be a fraternal council instead of a magisterial 
authority - without prejudice to its administrative, executive and disciplinary powers? Of course, 
both questions had to be answered in the negative. The missionary college cannot allow itself 
and the mission to be committed not only to Scripture and confession, but also to the lectures of 
the missionaries. There was all the less reason to search for any new explanations in the 
question of inspiration, since our missionaries expressly professed ‘the verbal inspiration and 
thus the complete lack of truth in the Holy Scriptures as taught in Scripture and the Confession’. 
Neither could the missionary college recognize the previous missionary church order as 
contradictory to the divine word, or permit the obligation of obedience assumed by the 
missionaries themselves to be suddenly set aside. Missionary Nather, as he himself admitted, 
wanted to help the Missourian doctrinal position to triumph in our mission. It is deeply saddening 
that now, for the second time, such efforts are making themselves felt in the mission field, which, 
partly not satisfied with the unity given in the confession, go beyond it to bring their own formulas 
and theories to recognition, and partly, in contradiction to the confession, want to substitute their 
own desires for the order. But let the Lord also make these experiences a blessing to the 
mission." This manifestation reveals anew the deplorable position of the leaders of the Breslau 
church community, which is approved by this entire church body. The fact that the Breslauers 
are in agreement with the protest of the two missionaries against the previous mission church 
order, by virtue of which the mission directorate is obeyed by the missionaries who are 
subordinate to it, is a sign of the fact that they are not in agreement. 
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It is not to be wondered at that they do not agree with the demands made by the papal dogma 
for the sake of conscience. For the papal dogma of the divine right of the church government 
has been their shibboleth from time immemorial. But these "old Lutherans" have in recent times 
also adopted the new-faith lax view of Scripture and the inspiration of Scripture. The 
"Kirchenblatt" agrees with the lazy talk, as if those missionaries had wanted to give validity to a 
new doctrine in the Leipzig mission, which went beyond Scripture and confession, and also 
refers in its turn to that unanimous confession of the Leipzig missionaries "to the verbal 
inspiration and thus complete inerrancy of the holy Scripture, as Scripture and confession teach 
it. This "confession," to which the leaders of the Leipzig mission now attach great importance as 
a proof of the orthodoxy of their mission, is, however, nothing other than a miserable union 
formula. This is proved by the fact that all missionaries would accept this formula, but the greater 
half of them did not want to accept Nather's lecture. In his lecture Nather had only expounded 
the general Christian doctrine of the inspiration of the holy Scriptures and had shown what these 
terms "verbal inspiration" and "inerrancy of the holy Scriptures" entail, but that everything that is 
written, the entire canonical Scriptures, are literally inspired by the Spirit of God and are therefore 
infallible in all respects, had not added one iota to what the Christian Church has always believed 
and taught about the holy Scriptures and what all righteous Christians still believe today. Most 
of the Leipzig missionaries, who have imbibed the newer theology, do not agree with this, but 
distinguish in Scripture "spiritual things," which concern doctrine and life, and "insignificant 
secondary things," and confine the inspiration and inerrancy of Scripture to the former, and 
persuade themselves that Scripture and the Confession also teach thus, and do not see, and do 
not wish to see, that this theory at all annuls the verbal inspiration, the infallibility, and authority 
of Scripture. The words "as Scripture and the Confession teach" are the horse's foot in that 
formula. With these words the assumption of a limited verbal inspiration and inerrancy (which, 
of course, is an absurdity) can be covered and glossed over. Incidentally, not long ago the 
Breslauers set up a similar formula of union and relegated the right doctrine of inspiration to the 
open question, about which one may dispute at theological conferences. Thus comprehends 
their sympathy with the syncretism of the Leipzig mission. By nothing is the terrible decay and 
apostasy of the "Lutheran" Church in the present day more glaringly brought into the light than 
by the fact that even such ecclesiastical communities as the Breslau Synod and the Leipzig 
Mission, which were once the stronghold of true, living Christianity, have departed from the 
foundation of Christian truth, the infallible Word of Scripture, and exclude from their midst the 
faithful confessors of this fundamental Christian truth. G. St. 

Lutheran Conference in Uelzen. On May 8 and 9, the Lutheran Conference met for the fourth 
time in Uelzen (Hanover). The principles governing participation in the Conference are, as is well 
known, the following: "1. the undersigned have united in a Conference for the discussion and 
understanding of doctrinal questions of all kinds which have become controversial among the 
Lutherans of our day. 2. the Conference shall pursue its work in confessing the inspiration of the 
Holy Scriptures as the inerrant divine Word and the only source of all Christian doctrine on the 
basis of the entire confessional writings of the Lutheran Church." The main subject of the 
discussion this time was: The central meaning of justification. The speaker was Seminary 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 157 


Director Pastor Greve from Breslau. Until we have more detailed news, we will only share the 
guiding principles for the lecture: "1. The article of justification is and remains the jewel with 
which the Lutheran Church stands and falls. (Luther in the Schmalk. Art. 2, 1.: From this article 
one cannot depart or yield, let heaven and earth fall or what will not remain). (2) That this point 
is so seldom taught and lived in a pure and clear manner, with evidence of the Spirit and power, 
is the chief pity of Christianity today. Justification, according to the Scriptures, and in agreement 
with our fathers in the faith, must be understood as a judicial act of grace of the triune God, 
performed outside of man, and consisting negatively in acquittal from all and every sin, and 
positively in the imputation of the perfect righteousness of JESUS CHRIST. (Quenstedt's 
definition: Justification is a judicial and gracious act of the Holy Trinity outwardly, in which God 
freely remits the sins of sinful man, and only because of the merit of Christ taken in faith, and 
counts him righteous, to the praise of his glorious grace and righteousness, and to the salvation 


of the justified). (4) The foundation of justification, then, is not absoluta gratia (grace without 
regard to the merit of Christ), but Christ's person and work, the reconciler and the reconciliation, 
his merit and sacrificial death, all of which are to be taken strictly vicariously, as satisfactio 
vicaria, by means of the transfer of all the sin of the world to him and of his righteousness to us. 


(5) The means of justification on the part of God (causa instrumentalis a parte Dei), or the 
Upyavov SorTikov, is the gospel in Word and Sacrament. 6. the means of justification on the part 
of man, or the doyavov Anmik6v is Sola fides, is faith alone wrought by the Holy Spirit, whereby 
man takes hold of the salvation in Christ presented to him by the Gospel. Annotation. By 
justifying faith our Fathers understood, not the taking hold of the act of justification, but the taking 
hold of its foundation, the reconciliation, the merit of Christ. (7) Reconciliation and justification, 
as closely connected central articles, are the red thread that runs through the whole of Christian 


doctrine. (Concordia Sol. Decl. Ill, 5, Miller 611: This article of the justification of faith is the 
noblest of all Christian doctrine ... As Dr. Luther wrote: Where this certain article remains pure 
on the plan, Christianity also remains pure and fine in harmony and without all rottenness; but 
where it does not remain pure, it is not possible that some error or rottenness may be resisted 
[Interpretation of the 117th Psalm]. Luther on Gal. 2, 11: What are all creatures reckoned against 
this article? If we understand this article rightly and purely, we have the right heavenly sun; but 
if we lose it, we have nothing but vain hellish darkness). (8) All doctrines and opinions are 
therefore to be rejected which corrupt, alter, or in any way remove this article from the center, of 
which ignorance and contempt of sin are very often the main cause. 9. Not only the Roman and 
Reformed doctrine, the doctrine of Osiander, the view of the mystical-theosophical sects, such 
as Schwenkfeld and others, the doctrines of the rationalizing Arminians and Socinians, and in 
recent times Ritschlianism (which is no longer to be respected as Christian theology), but also 
the modern modifications of so-called Christian theology, are to be rejected, but also the modern 
modifications of so-called positive theology, insofar as it is influenced by Schleiermacher, and 
finally also those weakening versions of the doctrine of justification which are found among 
newer Lutheran dogmatists. 10. The doctrinal controversy over justification between 
lowa and Missouri should be resolved by just and benevolent discernment. 
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Once again, a presentation was submitted to the Oberkirchenrath against the new Agende, 
which carried 750 signatures from all parts of the Prussian Landeskirche. In Berlin and the 
surrounding area, the signatures included: Dr. Harnack, professor of theology; Dr. Kaftan, 
professor of theology; Dr. Rogge, court preacher in Potsdam; Scholz, preacher and professor; 
Dr. v. Soden, preacher and professor; Lic. Weser, preacher. The signers had hoped, as they 
say, that in the new Agende more care would be taken "to offer, in addition to the traditional 
forms of worship, such as would give clear expression to the evangelical consciousness of the 
present day, and thus make manifest the progress which our national church has gained through 
the Union." In view of the advanced state of the negotiations, however, the signers want to refrain 
from such "far-reaching wishes" and only present a few concerns to the highest church authority. 
As much as it is worthy of recognition that the adoption of the Agenda is placed in the free will 
of the congregations, it remains "a matter of conscience that the new Agenda, where its 
introduction takes place by majority vote, does not bring any living and sincere member of the 
congregation, whether clergy or laity, into distress of conscience and does not create room for 
any legal, unevangelical manner in our church. Both, however, seem to us to be unavoidable if 
the forms presented in the draft are to be maintained, and even more so if the wishes of the 
majorities of various provincial synods are to be fulfilled. We refrain from individual turns of 
phrase in the formulated addresses and prayers of the draft. We will consider only those 
passages in which the solemn confession of the faith of the participants is involved. It is also our 
conviction that the so-called Apostolic Creed is the formulation given and commanded to our 
Church by history. But it must be left to the individual, to his free faith and conscience, to decide 
how he can and will inwardly relate to the wording of this time-honored creed. And the 
congregational forms of the act of confession must be arranged in such a way that this freedom 
is not excluded". The value of the confession is "the freedom and direct truthfulness of personal 
assent. The Christian's "own free conviction of faith" is "sacrificed by the Agenda in the interest 
of a uniformity of spirits that is only apparent and not really enforceable". Therefore, it is 
requested that the following four points be considered "as respectfully as urgently": 1. in the 
Sunday services, the singing of the Lutheran confession hymn or another church-approved 
hymn of faith by the congregation should be permitted in place of the Apostolicum spoken by 
the clergyman. At ordination, the confession of the Apostolicum by the ordinand should not be 
inserted into the act. "The consequences of such a measure could only be to evoke severe 
struggles of conscience for many of our ordinands, to inhibit them in the healthy development of 
their faith, or even to seduce them to inward untruthfulness." (3) The use of the Apostolicum in 
baptism is not objected to, but it is objected that, according to the new form of the Agenda, it is 
to be regarded as "an obligation of the candidates for baptism and of the godparents. Baptism 
is to be administered according to the baptismal command, and the questions asked at the 
baptismal ceremony are simply to follow the baptismal command. Regarding the Confirmation, 
one asks "urgently for a form that leaves as much room as possible for the shaping of the act (!) 
and in particular contains a question by which the children are called upon to confess their faith 
in a manner appropriate to their age and maturity. All these individual wishes of ours are 
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Finally, nothing other than the wish that, in addition to the ties to tradition, which rightly has a 
natural preponderance in it, the evangelical freedom may also come to the fore in the forms to 
such an extent that all congregations can use the new Agenda with a clear conscience and 
joyfully. We once again respectfully and urgently ask the Evangelical Oberkirchenrath to exercise 
his high office in this sense, so that the new Agenda will become a source of blessing for the 
entire regional church and an offense to no one's conscience. One might even grow weary of the 
abuse of "evangelical freedom". Basically, this new petition wants to elevate to law that false 
tolerance in the church, according to which apostasy from the faith of the apostles is to have full 
civil rights in the church and the authority to employ representatives of this unbelief as "stewards 
of the divine mysteries" even at the altars. (A. E. L. K.) 

Wangemann. The well-known Berlin Mission Director Wangemann, the bitter enemy of the 
Lutheran Church, intends to resign from his post on October 1 of the present year. He had been 
at the head of the Berlin Mission since 1865, but had been so suffering for years that he was 
prevented from exercising his office for weeks almost every winter. A "Berliner" says in "Herold 
und Zeitschrift" that Wangemann should have resigned several years ago and put his office into 
the hands of a strong and capable successor. But the longer he stayed, the more the idea 
developed that it was impossible to find the right man for this position, that he himself was 
indispensable and irreplaceable and had to stay until his last breath. As a result, he said, the 
mission had suffered a great deal of damage, both internally and externally. Many think of Pastor 
Gustav Schulze, formerly in Walsleben, now in Berlin, as his successor. L. F. 

Erlangen theological faculty. As far as the replacement and reorganization of the theological 
faculty in Erlangen has become necessary due to Prof. Frank's death, the professorship for 
systematic theology as well as the direction of the seminary for systematic theology will be 
transferred to Professor Seeberg as Frank's successor. Prof. Ewald from Vienna has been 
appointed to fill his vacancy, and, as we have already informed you, he has accepted the call. A 
change occurs insofar as Prof. Ewald will not read exegesis and historical theology like Prof. 
Seeberg, but exegesis and dogmatics. This returns to the sixth professorship a piece that 
originally belonged to it. (A. E. L. K.) Thus, although Ritschl's theology has not yet found its way 
into Erlangen, as was feared here and there, Lutheran truth will find no support in either of the 
two men mentioned, who represent the modern "confessional" direction. 

Roman Ireland and the advancement of the sciences. - Where priestly rule flourishes, the 
people sink spiritually, mentally, and physically. This is confirmed by the conditions in Italy, Sicily, 
Spain, and most especially in Ireland. Even the "Catholic News" must admit that Protestants, 
for example, have done more for the language of Ireland than the whole of Ireland with all its 
clergy. In the number of April 25, under the title: "The Tongue of the Celt," it writes, among 


other things, the following. "It must be admitted, however, that not to Englishmen or 
Scotchmen, and, of course, least and last of all to Irishmen themselves, must the chief credit 
for the present awakened interest in the ancient tongue be assigned. The cultured Germans, 
led by the learned Zeuss, whom every Celtic scholar since has little more than copied, were 
the first in the field and are still the leaders in the movement... The best grammar of the Irish 
language has been compiled by a German, Professor Windish.... Ireland would indeed 
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be ungrateful were she ever to forget what German Protestant scholarship has done to rescue 
her fine Catholic literature from the obscurity and final decay which has long surrounded 
and threatened it. Yet it can not but be painfully humiliating to us all to reflect that not to 
our own, but to foreign efforts, to aliens in speech and religion, do we owe the restoration of 
our only living monument of distinct nationhood. ... When we turn to the Irish race in free 
and enlightened America, can w' e point out even one Celtic scholar to rank with any of the 
German ... ? With sorrow and shame it must be confessed that not one solitary such is to be 
found. ... Itis too painful to dwell upon the shameful treatment which the leaders of the Irish 
people, both lay and cleric, have at home for the past fifty years meted out to the native 
language. It will ever remain a foul blot on the otherwise bright page of ecclesiastical Ireland. 
..... This pitiable and almost criminal neglect of their father's refined and expressive tongue 


was shamefully emphasized by the Irish prelates themselves when, a few years ago, not one 
of them could be found to present an Irish address to the successor of Peter at our Holy Father's 
jubilee celebration. ..... There seems to be nothing left to us and all descendants of the Gael 


but to admit the sad fact and hang our heads in shame." - Thus papists must themselves 


confess it, which they never want to admit when Protestants say it, that the papacy is bad ground 
for the sciences and arts. The Roman hierarchy has set itself but one goal: complete, 
unrestricted dominion over all its subjects in body and soul, indeed over the whole world. That 
a people which is exposed for centuries to this all-scorching passion of the priests must atrophy 
in every respect, spiritually, mentally and physically, is obvious, and experience teaches this 


especially in unhappy, "priest-ridden" Ireland. F.B. 


"Students of Truth, Students of Truth,” is the name given to a new sect which has been 
formed in Christchurch, New Zealand, for some years past. Their leader is a certain 
Worthington, who has come over from America. "This monster" - so reports the "Australian 
Church Messenger" - "has had no less than seven wives there, as it has now turned out, whom 
he chased away one after the other, and whereupon about four years ago he married the eighth, 
with whom he came to New Zealand. Worthington is said to have found numerous followers, 
and the society has built a meeting-hall, which building is called the Temple of Honour, and cost 
no less than £7000. Mrs. Worthington goes by the name of -Sister Magdala’, and has formed a 


-Sister Order', distinguished by special dress. The New Zealand Methodist describes the 
doings and teachings of Worthington in the following words: "He came to Christchurch. - He 
whistled, and the men and women rushed up. He called them ‘disciples of wisdom,’ and they 
declared that they had never been so wise before. He told them that they had lived on this earth 
centuries ago, and they suddenly remembered. He demanded the ‘Temple of Truth’, and they 
mortgaged their houses to build the same. He told them marriage was degrading and the sex 
difference out of fashion, and the women left their husbands and the family ties were severed.’ 
Now the founder of the sect does not want to know anything more about the 'Sister Magdala' 
and does not want to allow her to be active in the 'Temple of Truth’, but she is faithful to him and 
publicly expresses the hope that the truth will still win the victory over his pride and self-will to 
confess the truth in order to continue the great work, because he is the most wonderful 
instrument in the hands of the Almighty on the whole face of the earth 
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The doctrine of -justification according to the Apology. 


What drove Melanchthon and the Lutheran princes to write the Apology, and 
what generally urged the Lutherans to fight against the Pabstacy, were not carnal 
and selfish motives, not quarrelsomeness, or other petty interests and sinful 
passions, but only their conscience caught up in God's Word, the living recognition 
that in this struggle the noblest and most glorious goods were at stake, and love for 
the fearful Church, from which the only consolation had been taken in the Papacy. 
"For good consciences cry out for truth and right instruction from God's word, and 
death is not so bitter to them as it is bitter to doubt in one thing; therefore they must 
seek where they can find instruction. If ye would keep the church among you, ye 
must seek to be taught and preached rightly, that ye may establish good will and 
constant obedience." Strife and discord were especially abhorrent to the timid 
Melanchthon, and he was easily intimidated by threats, dangers, and suffering. Yes, 
it was only with great difficulty that Luther succeeded, by his strong letters of comfort, 
in maintaining Melanchthon's courage at Augsburg, especially after the reading of 
the Confutation, and in saving him from complete despondency and sinful 
abandonment of the truth. 1) He was moved from the innermost soul to 


1) In 1524, the same Melanchthon who wavered so much in Augsburg had written the 
following to Erasmus, who tried to pull him away from Luther, thus showing how firmly he was 
grounded in the doctrine that Luther had brought to light again: "With a clear conscience, | cannot 
reject Luther's teachings, which | would do without hesitation if the Holy Scriptures compelled 
me to do so. Some may call this superstition, others foolishness, but | do not care. Neither the 
reputation of men, nor any annoyances, shall move me to renounce this conviction of mine." 
(Cited by Plitt, Aug. |, 542.) 
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Melanchthon 75:16 writes: "We truly have no desire or pleasure in disagreement, 
nor are we so hard as a rock that we do not consider our fate. For we see and 
perceive how the adversaries in this matter seek us so with great venom and 
bitterness, and have sought us hitherto in body, life, and all that we have." And 
221:85 he says: "We see very well that the serious mandate and the imperial edict 
have gone out against us and our doctrine; of which we should be justly alarmed if 
we had to deal with slight minor matters or with matters that were in doubt. But since 
we are certain (praise God) through God's Word in our hearts and consciences of 
that which is wholly without doubt for God, that the adversaries condemn the public 
divine truth and the right, Christian, blessed, holy doctrine, without which no Christian 
church can be at all, which every Christian, so far as his body and life suffice, owes 
to confess, to save, and to protect for the glory of God: then let us not be deterred 
by such wholesome doctrine." This is precisely what Melanchthon gives the Emperor 
to consider when he speaks in 183, 90: "Let this be graciously considered and well 
looked upon by the Imperial Majesty; it concerns not gold or silver, but souls and 
consciences. Also, all respectable, intelligent people want to pay attention here to 
what this thing is or is not. Here we may suffer all respectable men to judge which 
part has taught the most useful thing for the Christian conscience, we or the 
adversaries. For verily it shall be thought that we are not well pleased with strife and 
discord. And if it were not for the greatest, most important causes, namely, 
concerning the conscience of all of us, our salvation and happiness, why we must 
dispute this so vehemently with the adversaries, we would well keep silent. But since 
they condemn the holy gospel, all the clear Scriptures of the apostles, the divine 
truth, we cannot, with God and conscience, deny this blessed doctrine and divine 
truth, from which, at last, when this poor temporal life ceases, and all creatures' help 
is ended, we await the one, eternal, supreme consolation, nor depart from this cause 
in any way, which is not ours alone, but that of all Christendom, and concerns the 
highest treasure, JESUS CHRIST." (See still 167:3.) 

Thus it was a matter of conscience for Melanchthon and the Lutherans. As 
Luther at Worms opposes the insolence of the Romans with his "| cannot do 
otherwise," so Melanchthon, with the other confessors, calls out to the adversaries 
his "Non possumus," when he says: "Non possumus abjicere manifestam veritatem et 
ecclesiae necessariam." And to the sincere Christians he cries out 151, 275: "Non 


perturbet pios mentes multitudo adversariorum, qui nostram doctrinam improbant. It is a 
thing truly worth talking about, for the sake of which 
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for the sake of which every Christian should heartily dare and set all things in motion. 
Therefore all those who adhere to this confession of ours must not be frightened or 
misled, but may confidently and cheerfully dare, in all joy in God and the Lord Christ, 
to confess this public truth against all tyranny, wrath, anger, terror, and also against 
all tyrannical daily murder and persecution. For who would let him be deprived of 
such great, even eternal comfort, in which all the salvation of the whole Christian 
church depends?" (221, 86. 87.) For the Lutheran confessors it was a question of 
doctrines "which they did not like and could not yield to." "We know - says 
Melanchthon 75, 16 - the public divine truth, without which the church of Christ 
cannot be or remain, and the eternal holy word of the Evangelii not to be denied or 
rejected." Precisely because the Lutherans had recognized this, that it was the very 
highest, most important thing, the very most necessary pieces of the whole 
Scripture, without which God-fearing people could have no clear, certain, proper, 
right consolation of consciences, so they were inaccessible to the threats of the 
emperor, and ready "gladly to suffer still greater opposition, driving, or persecution 
in so very godly, right things for the sake of the Lord Christ, certain that the holy, 
divine Majesty in heaven, and our dear Saviour JEsu Christ, are well pleased with 
this." (75, 16.) 

That Melanchthon, in the doctrine of justification, had to do with the great main 
article of the Christian faith, of this he was vividly aware when he wrote it, and this 
he frequently expresses to his adversaries. "Non - he says 150, 257 - litigamus in hoc 


loco de prava re cum adversariis. Non quaerimus otiosas subtilitates. We are not looking 
here for an unnecessary subtlety, but there is great cause why one must have a 
certain report in these matters." The doctrine of faith Melanchthon extols "as the 


chief thing in the Christian essence" (44, 8), as the "praecipuus locus doctrinae 


Christianae, the highest noblest article of the whole Christian doctrine, in which quite 
a lot is attached" (87, 2. 3), as the "great, brave, highly important cause, and the so 
noble, great treasure, in which it is altogether concerned" (87, 4), as the "noble 
knowledge" (97, 60), and the "noblest article of the gospel." (67:52) "The gospel 
compels," says the Apology 56:20, "that the doctrine of faith should and must be 
taught in churches, for the noblest article of the gospel must ever be preserved, that 
we may obtain the grace of God by faith in Christ without our merit, and not merit it 
by service instituted by men." (67:52.) And again 188:19: "For this doctrine must be 
preserved and stand for all things, that we obtain forgiveness of sin by faith, not by 
our works, which are done before or after we are converted or born again in Christ." 
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The Apology does not tire of praising the doctrine of justification as the article 
"without which no poor conscience can have a right constant certain consolation" (87, 
4), as the "eternal consolation for poor consciences, on which it is quite convenient" 
(87, 4), as the doctrine, which offers to pious, frightened consciences "piam et salubrem 


et uberrimam consola- tionem" (139, 178 and 182), the doctrine which, though "much 
despised by untried people, is very comforting and salutary to stupid and frightened 
consciences" (45, 15), as the "mighty consolation in all temptations, bodily and 
spiritual, whether to die or to live" (97, 60), the consolation from which "pious hearts 
and Christian consciences cannot be led away in any way, because they have a 
certain, strong, eternal consolation against sin, the devil, death, hell," while 
everything else is a "foundation of sand and does not exist in temptations" (103, 85), 
a consolation for which Christian hearts "would not take a thousand worlds". (102, 
84.) 

"This doctrine alone - it is said 143 - sustains Christian consciences in 
temptations and fears of death. Nor would it be possible for a saint, however great 
and high he may be, to remain or stand against the accusation of divine law, against 
the great power of the devil, and finally against the despair and fear of hell, if he did 
not grasp the divine promise, the gospel, like a tree or branch in the great flood, in 
the strong, mighty river, under the waves and bulges of the fear of death, if he did not 
by faith hold to the word which preaches grace, and thus without all works, without 
law, purely by grace, attain eternal life." - Think," adds the Apology 149 and 150, "for 
how is it possible for a heart or conscience to come to rest, or to hope for salvation, 
if in temptations and fears of death our works become so much dust to God's 
judgment and eyes, unless through faith we are assured of salvation by grace for 
Christ's sake, not for our works, but for our fulfilling the law? . . . This is the true 
continual consolation, which consists in temptations, that the hearts and consciences 
may be strengthened and comforted, that for Christ's sake through faith we may have 
forgiveness of sins, righteousness, and eternal life." Especially in articulo mortis, this 
doctrine alone can give comfort to the heart. In the Apology it says 182, 84: "So also 
this has no doubt at all, that this doctrine alone is quite a certain comfort, to quiet the 
hearts and consciences in right struggle and in agone of death and temptation, to 
comfort them as experience gives it." And again 221, 85: "Who would not wish him 
at his last end to die in confession of the article, that we may obtain forgiveness of 
sin by faith, without our merit and work, through the blood of Christ? There is 
experience, as the monks themselves confess 
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That consciences cannot be quieted nor satisfied, except by faith in Christ. And 
consciences cannot have a right and constant consolation in the great anguish of 
the hour of death, and in the temptation against the great terror of death and sin, if 
they do not keep the promise of grace in Christ. Nor can they have any constant 
comfort against the devil, who then first presses strongly upon the hearts, distresses 
them, and provokes them to despair, and blows away all our works in a moment like 
dust, if they do not hold fast to the gospel, to this doctrine, that we obtain forgiveness 
of sin through the precious blood of Christ without any merit on our part. For faith 
alone refreshes and sustains us in the great agony, in the great anguish, when no 
creature can help, yea, when we are to pass away and die outside of this whole 
visible creature from then on into another being and world." 

This doctrine of justification, according to the Apology, is also the only one 
"that serves to give a clear and correct understanding of the whole of Holy Scripture, 
and points the way to the inexpressible treasure and the right knowledge of Christ 
alone, and also opens the door to the whole Bible alone. (87, 3.) "Haec doctrina de 
justitia fidei non est in ecclesia Christi negligenda, quia sine ea non potest officium, Christi 
con- spici.... Atqui nos opportet retinere evangelium et doctrinam de promissione propter 


Christum donata." (149, 256.) And history teaches, "where the righteousness of faith 
was not taught and preached purely and unadulterated, other errors also interwove 
themselves into Christianity." (67, 52.) "For as soon as it is admitted (for example, 
149 and 150) to the adversaries that works merit eternal life, they soon spin this 
clumsy doctrine from it, that we are able to keep God's law, that we need no mercy, 
that we are righteous for God, that is, pleasing to God by our works, not for Christ's 
sake, that we can also do opera supererogationis and more than the law requires. So 
then the whole doctrine of faith is even suppressed. But if a Christian church is to be 
and remain, the pure doctrine of Christ, of the righteousness of faith, must always 
be preserved. Therefore we must challenge such great Pharisaical errors, that we 
may save the name of Christ, and the glory of the gospel and of Christ, and preserve 
to Christian hearts a right, constant, certain consolation." "Quis- exclaims therefore 
Melananthon 151, 277 - quis non videt hunc articulum, quod fide consequamur 
remissionem peccatorum, verissimum, certissimum et maxime necessarium esse omnibus 
Christianis? Quis ad omnem posteritatem, audiens talem sententiam damnatam esse, judicabit 


auctores hujus condemnationis ullam Christi notitiam habuisse?" - Thus Melanchthon, in 
the Apology, does not know how to praise highly enough this article of justification, 
and 
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as the most important of all. Like a golden thread, this doctrine, without which the 
church cannot exist, from which the Lutheran church was born like dew from the 
dawn, runs through the entire Apology and the entire Augustana. The doctrine of 
justification is to the Lutheran confessors a touchstone of truth for other doctrines, 
and what disputes with it they reject as error. It is the central point to which all other 
doctrines are attached, the focal point around which all others flock and gather. This 
article of justification is called the "causa finalis historiae," the article into which all 
others flow and end. All the other principal articles of Christ's birth, passion, and 
resurrection, aim at this, "| believe the forgiveness of sins." And if one could not 
finally arrive at and rest in this faith, the confession of the other articles would be 
futile and in vain. "Ad hunc articulum - so it is said 96, 51. 52 - referri cetera oportet. For 
in the symbol there is this article: Forgiveness of sin. Therefore it is not enough that 
| know or believe that Christ was born, suffered, and rose again, if we do not also 
believe this article, on account of which all this has finally come to pass, namely, | 
believe that my sins are forgiven me. Upon the article must the other all be drawn, 
namely, that for Christ's sake, not for my merit, sins are forgiven us." 

Now the Apology ascribes this great importance to the article of justification 
not out of an accidental, arbitrary, sectarian preference for this doctrine, but because 
it has vividly recognized from Scripture that this doctrine is really central, the focal 
point in which all the rays of divine truths of grace converge, and that the experience 
of all pious people and challenged consciences also bears witness to this. 

"Very near in all the syllables of the Bible" faith is praised and extolled "for the 
very highest, noblest, holiest, greatest, pleasantest, best service of God." (220, 80. 
82.) "For that this article is certainly divine and true-it is said in 220, 82-and that this 
is the holy divine truth, we could here very nearly bring forward innumerable sayings 
of Scripture, even from the Fathers. And there is not a syllable or a leaf in the Bible, 
in the most noble books of Holy Scripture, where this is not clearly stated." "He that 
taketh the Bible in hand, and readeth earnestly, soon perceiveth that everywhere in 
the Scriptures this doctrine is founded." (221, 87.) In the Epistles of Paul, let this 
article be central. "Paul - so it is said 103, 87 - Paul in the epistle to the Romans 
deals especially with this piece, how a man becomes godly for God, and imparts that 
all who believe that they have a gracious God through Christ, without merit through 
faith, may be saved. 
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become godly for God. And this mighty resolution, this proposition, in which the main 
point of the whole epistles, even of the whole Scripture, is set forth, he puts it thus in 
the third chapter, with few clear words: "Thus we hold that a man is justified without 
the work of the law, through faith alone. Rom. 3, 28." "And," continues the Apology 
104:88, "that no one should think as if this word (man is justified by faith alone) had 
escaped Paul, he expounds it at length in the fourth chapter to the Romans, and 
repeats it in all his epistles." Therefore it is "truly a wonder that the adversaries can 
be so blind, and not consider so many clear sayings, which plainly declare that we 
are justified by faith, and not of works. Where do these poor people think? Do they 
think that the Scriptures, without any cause, so often give us clear words? Do they 
think that the Holy Spirit does not put his word with certainty and deliberation, or that 
he does not know what he is saying?" Yes, according to 102:83, Christ and all the 
apostles and prophets bear witness that faith in Christ alone brings forgiveness, Acts 
10:43. 10:43, and that is certainly no sectarian testimony. "This, | mean, says 
Melanchthon, is rightly called the allegory of the Christian Churches or the Catholic 
Church. For if all the holy prophets bear witness, that is a glorious, great, excellent, 
strong decree and testimony. Such a strong testimony of all holy prophets may justly 
be called a decree of the catholic Christian churches. For even a few prophets are 
very great in the sight of God and are a treasure of the world. We should believe in 
these holy churches and in the unanimous mouth of all the prophets more cheaply 
than in the unholy, godless sophists who have made the confutation and 
blasphemed Christ so unashamedly." (220, 80.) "The adversaries, it is true, cry out 
that they are the Christian Church, and they hold what the catholica, common Church 
holds. But Peter, the apostle, here in our cause and our highest article, praises also 
a catholic, common church, when he says: To JEsu all the prophets bear witness, 
that we obtain forgiveness of sins through his name. | think that if all the holy prophets 
agree together (since God also considers one prophet to be a world treasure), there 
should also be one decree, one voice and one strong decision of the common, 
catholic, Christian, holy churches, and it should be held to be true. We will not grant 
to pope, bishop, or churches the power to hold or conclude anything against all the 
prophets’ unanimous voice." (178, 66.) - That, then, the Apology, with Luther, regards 
the doctrine of justification as the core and star of the whole Christian doctrine, it has 
learned from the sacred Scriptures themselves. 

Now this very thing, which the Scriptures so clearly testify, the Apology also 
finds confirmed in the testimony of the Fathers and in the experience of all "God- 
fearing, pious, respectable, Christian people and tried hearts, and 
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Consciences in all the world, in all nations, who may well understand, notice, and 
judge." 270, 99; 262, 62; 258, 41. "Scimus enim ea - says Melanchthon 151, 268 of 
what he wrote of justification - consentanea esse scripturis propheticis et apostolicis, sanctis 
patribus, Ambrosio, Augustino et plerisque aliis et universae ecclesiae Christi, quae certe 


confitetur Christum esse propitiatorem et justificatorem." And "godly, pious hearts, which 
know well why Christ is given, which would not spare for all the world's goods and 
kingdoms, that Christ should not be our one treasure, our one mediator and 
reconciler, must here be appalled and terrified, that God's holy word and truth should 
be so publicly despised and condemned by poor men." (220, 82.) Tried people, who, 
like Luther, have experienced the terrors of sin and of an awakened conscience, all 
bear witness, according to the Apology, that this doctrine of faith is "very comforting 
and salutary to stupid and frightened consciences." (45, 45.) "This knowledge," says 
97:60, "is indeed a noble knowledge, and a mighty consolation in all temptations, 
bodily and spiritual, whether to die or to live, as devout hearts know;" and again 
93:39, and 108:118: "But pious hearts, which have experienced it in the right struggle 
with Satan and right anxieties of conscience, know well that such words and thoughts 
- of one's own work - are vain thoughts, vain dreams, and see here and realize how 
very exceedingly needful this doctrine of faith is; for by it alone one learns to know 
Christ and his good works, and by the doctrine alone do hearts and consciences find 
right certain rest and consolation." "And if godly, pious, respectable men will consider 
this most important business according to necessity, and hold this doctrine of ours, 
yea, of Christ and the apostles, against so much clumsy, confused, childish 
disputation and books of the adversaries, they will find that they have omitted the 
very highest, most necessary part, namely, of faith in Christ, without which no one 
can teach or learn anything righteous, Christian, by which alone consciences may 
have right consolation." (201, 81.) When, therefore, the Apology regards the 
doctrine of justification as the core and star of the whole Christian doctrine, it does 
so with the clear consciousness that this very place is assigned to it by the holy 
Scriptures themselves, and that the church in its teachers and the experience of 
Christians confirm that this very place is due to it. 

Of the adversaries, of whom Luther had written to Melanchthon during the 
meetings in Augsburg: "For my own part too much has already been yielded to them 
in the Apology (Augustana)", Melanchthon now also expects nothing more and in the 
Apology gives himself to such thoughts that they might yet be won over to the truth, 
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no longer. "Speramus - says Melanchthon 75, 16 - aequiora de nobis judicia posteritatis 
fore, after this time there will be people and our descendants who will judge these 
things much differently and with more confidence. The Popes are more interested 
in earthly things and philosophy than in the Gospel. "Constat enim - it is said in 151, 
269 - pontificibus magis curae esse dominationem suam, quam evan- gelium Christi. Et 
plerosque compertum est palam Epicuraeos esse. Theologos constat plura ex philosophia 


admiscuisse doctrinae Christianae, quam satis erat." 

Although the Apology cannot and will not remain silent about the many other 
atrocities, abuses, and heresies with which the papacy has disfigured the church, it 
nevertheless considers this the greatest and most heinous crime against 
Christianity, "that they - the Romans - have miserably defiled this noble, most 
precious article, without which no one will ever know Christ, and have even 
suppressed the high and precious treasure of the knowledge of Christ, or of what 
Christ and the kingdom and grace are, without which no one will ever know Christ, 
and have even suppressed the high, precious treasure of the knowledge of Christ, 
or of what Christ and his kingdom and grace are, and have miserably robbed the 
poor conscience of such a noble, great treasure and eternal consolation, in which it 
has great need". (87:4; 97:60.) Yes, this is the great lamentation in the church, that 
"the adversaries neither understand nor know what is the forgiveness of sin, what is 
faith, what is grace, what is righteousness" (87:4.), understand nothing "what Christ 
is, or how it happens when a man becomes righteous for God." (124, 101.) "But of 
the knowledge of Christ-it is said 213, 44-of faith, of the consolation of consciences, 
they can preach nothing, but the same blessed doctrine, the dear, holy gospel, they 
call Lutheran." "They have omitted the most necessary part, namely, faith in Christ, 
without which no one can teach or learn anything righteous or Christian, by which 
alone the consciences may have right consolation." (201:81) "And in spite of this, 
let one more come forward to teach some people from their books, who are surely 
forgiven their sins. Dear Lord God, how blind they are, how they know nothing of it, 
how their writings are a vain night, a vain darkness!" (168, 6.) The knowledge of 
Christ had indeed always been preserved in some pious men (151, 272), but the 
adversaries had followed the scholastics, who had indeed been famous men, "magni 


et ingeniosi homi- nes" (126, 108), but had not driven the poor Gewisien on their own 
work and the consolation of faith in sermons. (45, 19.) Melanchthon says: "If one 
melts all sententiarios together about a heap, which yet have great titles, for some 
call them angelic, angelicos, some subtiles, some irrefragabiles, that is, Doctores, who 
cannot err, and if one read them all, they will not be so useful with each other to 
understand Paulum, as the some saying Ambrosii." (106, 105.) Nam de hac fide, quae 
credit nobis patrem 
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propitium esse propter Christum, nulla apud scholasticos syllaba extat." (150, 258.) They 
teach and write "not one word, not one title of faith, which is terrible to hear." (109, 
121.) And again it is said 167, 66: "But now of Christ, of faith, of remission of sins, 
there is not one syllaba, not one title, in so many great books of their Decretal, their 
Comment, their Summists, their Confessional; there shall no man read one word, 
from which he may learn Christ, or what Christ is." "These scholastics - says 
Melanchthon - our adversaries follow, and reject this highest doctrine of faith, and 
are so obdurate and blind that they do not see that they thereby trample under foot 
the whole Gospel, the divine promise of the forgiveness of sin, and the whole Christ." 
(109, 121.) Even with them, "of the faith and knowledge of Christ there is not one 
syllabus, not one title in all their books." (95:47.) "And therefore," says Melanchthon 
95:47, "we also reproach the adversaries, because they teach only the law 
concerning our works, and not the gospel, which teacheth that a man is justified if 
he believe in Christ." 

Although the Romans themselves could not deny that through the Lutherans 
"many and the highest, most necessary articles of Christian doctrine, without which 
the Christian church together with the whole Christian doctrine and name would be 
forgotten and perish, have been brought to light again" (76, 17.), yet instead of 
accepting this doctrine with praise and thanksgiving to God, as so many pious 
consciences have done (76, 18.), they have rather condemned and cursed it apertis 
verbis. "Bulla Leonis X. damnavit articulum maxime neccessarium, quem omnes Christiani 
teneant et reddant, videlicet non esse confidendum, quod simus absoluti propter nostram 


contritionem, sed propter verbum Christi (Matth. 16, 19.): Quodcunque ligaveris etc. ..." 
says Melanchthon (151, 275), and again (222, 88): "For in this place | have been 
moved to complain so vehemently of the abominable, impudent, overpowering, 
fancied wickedness of the adversaries, since they set forth in clear words that they 
reject this article, that we obtain forgiveness of sin not by our works, but without merit 
through faith in Christ." "In the XXth article they plainly set these words, that they 
reject and condemn our doctrine, because we say that men do not merit forgiveness 
of sin by good works. Let every man mark this well: the very article they condemn 
and reject with clear words." 220, 78; 156,22; 151,275-278; 179, 67; 176, 59; 178, 
66-68. 

Yes, the disgraceful and abominable error of the doctrine of works had broken 
in among the papists, and Paul's doctrine of faith had become so completely foreign 
to them that they had only mockery and scorn for it and did not spare Paul himself. 
(89, 16.) "The Adversaries 
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- writes Melanchthon 176, 60 - bark against the doctrine of faith like raging dogs, and 
dare to destroy the doctrine of faith with sword and fire. They strangle the priests 
and many other pious, honest people for no other reason than that they alone 
challenge public, shameful abuses. They would gladly that all those were dead who 
revolt against their ungodly doctrine with a word." (127, 116.) "Therefore it is enough 
in the day what a fine Christian church this is, which not only by public, written decree 
and mandate may condemn this article, namely, that we obtain forgiveness of sin 
without works through faith in Christ, but also above the confession of this article 
condemn and strangle innocent blood." (179, 67.) "They are allowed to issue 
commandments to drive out honest people who teach in this way, and they seek 
their life and limb by all kinds of tyranny as bloodhounds." (178, 68.) Of this Roman 
bloodlust against the confessors of the righteousness of the faith Melanchthon 
reports 151, 278: "Et accepimus in hoc conventu quendam reverendum patrem in senatu 
imperii, cum de nostra confessione sententiae dicerentur, dixisse nullum sibi consilium videri 
utilius, quam si ad confessionem, quam nos exhibuissemus atramento scriptam, sanguine 


rescriberetur," and adds: "Quid diceret crudelius Phalaris?" 

Thus, in the article on justification, thesis and antithesis are contradictory 
between the Lutherans and the papists. Already at Augsburg, the Romans 
pronounced the curse on the doctrine of faith, which they later formulated and fixed 
in Tridentum. What the Apology praises as the fundamental article of the whole 
Christian doctrine, the Confutation condemns as heresy. What the Lutherans 
consider most necessary and comforting for pious Christians, the Romans have no 
understanding for; indeed, they ridicule and mock it as foolishness. Precisely those 
whom the Apology describes as the true children of God and the true members of 
the church, the papacy curses as heretics and persecutes as the arch-enemies of 
the church. Where the Apology says Yes, the Confutatio says No, and where the 
Apology says No, the Confutatio says Yes. "In the fourth, fifth, and sixth articles, and 
afterwards in the twentieth," says 86:1, "the adversaries condemn our confession, 
that we teach that believers obtain forgiveness of sin through Christ without all merit 
by faith alone; and they reject both of these things very saucily. First, that we say no 
to men's sins being forgiven by their merit. Secondly, that we hold, teach, and 
confess that no man is reconciled to God, that no man obtains remission of sins, but 
by faith alone in Christ. " F. B. 
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(Continued.) 

After the death of Siricius, Anastasius was bishop of Rome from the end of 393 
to the end of 401. He walked along the same path as his predecessor in the papal 
manner. The position which belongs to Christ alone, that he is the head of the 
Church, his spiritual body, Anastasius claims for himself. When he took the floor in 
the new Origenist controversy aroused by Rufin's translation of some of Origen's 
writings, he declared in a letter to the Bishop John of Jerusalem, 1) that he would 
address himself by letter to "the parts of his body in the various countries" so that no 
unholy interpretations would arise. This presumption is even more evident in the 
case of his successor Innocent I. He, too, feels himself to be the head of the whole 
Church. In a letter,2) in which he notifies Bishop Anysius of Thessalonica of his 
accession to the See, he not only points out how his predecessor had governed "the 
people of God" with all the rigor of ecclesiastical authority, but he also sees the 
reason for his own immediate election and consecration in the fact that God, in His 
mercy, "did not want to leave His Church without the leadership of a helmsman - sine 
rectoris gubernaculo - even for a short time. The Roman See is already for him the 


sedes apostolica, and this See is for him the supreme seat of judgment, before which 
all more important matters are to be brought after the bishops have judged. 3) When 
later the Gothic emergency broke out and in 410 Alaric, in his fury, had the old capital 
of the world taken by storm, the bishop stayed in Ravenna "because of the constant 
distress of the Roman people"; but even here he received the ecclesiastical matters 
which were brought to him from the provinces. But in order that the "apostolic see" 
might not be thus dragged before too many quarrels, and might not be troubled with 
every trifle, Innocent introduced the institution of a papal plenipotentiary, first by 
granting a formal commission to Bishop Rufus of Thessalonica, whose diocese 
belonged to the Eastern Roman Empire, under the 17th of June, 412. June 412, by 
virtue of which the so authorized "with the consent of the Lord Christ" was entrusted 
with the administration of ecclesiastical affairs in Achaia, Thessaly, Old and New 
Epirus, Creta, Dacia Mediterranea, Dacia Ripensis, Mésia, Dardania and Prevalum, 
to take the care of all congregations in place of the Roman bishop - nostra vice - arripe 
- the cases which come before the Roman See, and the cases which come before 


the Roman See - arripe. 


1) Constant Epistolae Comanor. Pontificum usq. ad Leonem, p. 723. 

2) Constant, op. cit., p. 739. 

3) Si majores causae in medium fuerint devolutae, ad sedem apostolicam 
... post judicium episcopale referantur. 
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The bishops of Israel were to determine the jurisdiction that belonged to them, and 
were to handle the others themselves, with or without the help of other bishops. In 
this appointment of his vicar, Innocent refers to Moses, who likewise had the 
administration of justice in Israel carried out by subordinate judges, by which the 
Roman chief bishop thus sets himself up as the Moses of the New Testament people 
of God of his time, to whom the other bishops would be subordinate. And like his 
predecessor Anastasius, Innocenzo also thrusts himself into the position of the head 
of the church, in that he asks for and grants the reconciliation of the church of 
Antioch, the final settlement of those disputes from the time of the Arian unrest 
concerning the bishopric of Antioch, writes to one of his plenipotentiaries entrusted 
with foreign affairs, 1) "he has offered his hand to this end and has received those 
into his communion - in nostra viscera - so that the members who sought health would 
not be kept away from the unity of the body for long". If he spoke thus of the Church 
of the East, it is all the easier to understand that he asserted fine authority in the 
West. Thus, as early as 405, he had written to Bishop Exsuperius of Toulouse that 
the latter had acted wisely in that, in regard to what was to be taken into 
consideration in doubtful matters, he had turned to the apostolic see rather than 
presuming to judge for himself. 2) And to the bishop Decentius of Eugubium he gave 
to consider that it was generally known that what Peter had handed down to the 
Roman church must be observed by all, just as the entire occidental church and 
priesthood had its origin in Peter and his successors. 3) Yes, he already behaves 
like an infallible. To the bishops of Macedonia he expresses his astonishment that 
they have not accepted his decisions unchecked, again referring to the fact that all 
matters are to be brought to the "apostolic see" as to "the head of the churches". 4) 


1) Constant, op. cit., p. 849. 

2) Dilectio tua institutum secuta prudentium, ad sedem apostolicam referre maluit, quid de rebus 
dubiis custodiri deberet, potius quam usurpatione praesumpta, quae sibi viderentur, de singulis obtinere. 
Ad Exsup. Episc. Ep. 

3) Cum sit manifestum in omnem Italiam, Gallias, Hispanias, Africam atque Siciliam insulasque 
intervenientes nullum instituisse ecclesias nisi eos quos venerabilis apostolus Petrus ejusque successores 
constituerint, sacerdotes. Ep. ad Decent. Episc. Eugub. 

4) In quibus (epistolis) multa posita pervidi, quae stuporem mentibus nos 
tris inducerent, facerentque nos non modicum dubitare, utrum aliter putaremus 
an ita esse posita, quemadmodum personabant. Que cum saepius repeti fecissem, adverti, sedi apostolicae, 
ad quam relatio quasi ad caput ecclesiarum missa 
esse debebat, aliquam fieri injuriam, cujus adhuc in ambiguum sententia duce 
retur. Epist. xxii. ad Episc. Maced. 
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Innocenzo displayed all these presumptions in a particularly impudent manner 
in a deal in which he at the same time quite conspicuously exhibited the much- 
practiced art of the popes of taking advantage of favorable circumstances. Pelagius 
and Célestius, the two exponents of the doctrine of sin and grace, had moved to 
Africa when Rome was no longer safe because of the Goths. While Pelagius 
continued on his way and went to the Orient, Célestius remained in Africa for the 
time being, and at a synod in Carthage his teaching was examined and condemned 
as false. Pelagius, on the other hand, at two synods, at Jerusalem and at Lydda, 
was able to justify himself against the charges brought against him by westerners 
who did not understand Greek before easterners who did not understand Latin, and 
to escape condemnation. Since Pelagius belonged to the Roman Church, the 
investigation was reported to Rome. In Africa, however, one was saddened by the 
opinion of the brethren in Palestine, and not only did Augustine, the Bishop of Hippo, 
who was already known as a disputatious man from the battles with the Donatists, 
come forward with heavy weapons against the Pelagian error, but it was also 
rejected anew at two African synods, at Carthage and Mileve. The African church 
and its teachers knew exactly what to think of Pelagianism, and they spoke out 
strongly and without any sign of uncertainty. But it must have been especially 
important to them that Rome should declare her agreement with the condemnation, 
and to bring this about, both the synods of 416 mentioned above and five African 
bishops in particular, one of whom was Augustine, sent letters to Innocent in which 
they defined their own position and asked the respected bishop to join them. The 
presentation of the disputed doctrine, especially in the letter of the five bishops, not 
only shows that the writers were sure of their cause and clear and firm in doctrine, 
but also gives the impression that the Roman bishop was not trusted with a 
particularly sharp eye in doctrinal matters, although one expected with certainty that 
he would agree with the judgment of the Africans after the matter had been made 
sufficiently clear to him. 

But what had not occurred to the Africans and had not been said in any of their 
letters, Innocent read into them, while he studiously ignored some of what was 
written in them, both in order to boast as the supreme, all-decisive judge and as the 
teacher of Christendom endowed with special wisdom. Instead of simply and frankly 
acknowledging that the Africans, even without his help, had not only thoroughly seen 
through and refuted the Pelagian error, but had also conclusively condemned the 
false teachers, and had only asked him to join them in what they had condemned, 
he wrote to them, as of the "apo- 
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They said that they had done right, following the ancient rule which had always been 
followed throughout the world, especially in matters of faith and doctrine, by coming 
to the apostolic source from which answers were received in all provinces, and by 
obtaining the "secrets" - arcana - about these difficult questions from the apostolic 
See of Honor, which is responsible for the care of all churches. In this way they would 
have served all the churches of the whole world, since it would now be seen how the 
false teachers were excluded from the fellowship of the church by his decision, just 
as, according to divine order, nothing may be decided even in the remote provinces 
before the Roman See, from which, as it were, the waters of knowledge flow into all 
parts of the world as if from their fountainhead - fons natalis -, has received 
communication. After such lofty speeches, the good people of the province might well 
have expected that a stream of profound doctrinal truth would now pour forth from 
the fountain of the "mysteries" of the exalted See of Peter and enrich their deficient 
knowledge. Instead, Innocent feels compelled to repeatedly explain his complete lack 
of such service with the fact that the "learned bishops" in Africa have already said 
everything that needs to be said. 

Unfortunately, the African bishops omitted to say to their colleague in Rome 
what was to be said with regard to his conduct. That they were far from conceding to 
the holder of the Roman See what Innocent had arrogated to himself was to be shown 
immediately under his successor. They were glad that Innocent at least 
acknowledged the truth they held and with them rejected false doctrine and 
condemned the false teachers. Soon they were to learn that Rome could also stand 
differently, cover up the false teachers with the prestige of the Roman See, and go 
to court with the orthodox opponents of them. 

This happened under Zosimus, who ascended the chair as Innocent's 
successor in March 417. 

Immediately among the first business with which the new bishop had to deal 
was again the trade with Pelagius and Célestius. The former had sent a confession 
of faith to Rome before the death of the previous ruler of the Roman see, which was 
now handed over to Zosimus. About the same time Célestius also appeared in Rome. 
At the first hearing in the Basilica of St. Clement, he succeeded in convincing Bishop 
Zosimus of his orthodoxy, and the bishop did not fail to report this finding to the 
Africans and to urge them to reconsider their judgment, again invoking the authority 
of the apostolic see, which he described as the source from which the peace of faith 
and Catholic communion flowed over the whole world. In the same way he stood up 
for Pelagius, whom he called a 


176The beginnings of the papacy. 


He unreservedly vindicated the evil slandered, who had never been separated from 
the body of the church and the catholic truth. Thereby he admonished the Africans 
to be more careful in the future when accepting testimonies. But he was soon to 
realize that this time he had fallen in with people who could be cautious even in 
accepting papal pronouncements of power. In Carthage, 214 bishops held a synod, 
considered what Zosimus had to say to them, and then promptly declared that the 
former judgment, the sentence that Bishop Innocent had pronounced from the chair 
of Peter, should remain. They indicated this to the bishop of Rome. 

What then did Zosimus do? Did he admit that he had made a mistake in his 
haste and through lack of caution? No; for that would have been honest and a 
humiliation. Rather, he tried it in a good papal way with the insolence and untruth on 
which the papacy is generally built. He used the defeat he had suffered for new 
exaltation and denied what he himself had said. In his answer of 21. March 418 he 
wrote to the Africans: 1) "although the Fathers had given such authority to the 
Apostolic See that no one dared to dispute its judgment, and it had always asserted 
the same by laws and rules, and the existing ecclesiastical discipline showed due 
reverence to the name of Peter, from whom it also itself originated - for to this Apostle 
the ancient Canons, with the consent of all, had granted such power, also according 
to the promise of Christ himself, that he should loose that which was bound, and 
bind that which was loosed, and that the same power should pass to those who, by 
his consent, should enter upon the inheritance of his see, taking care both of all the 
churches, and especially of that in which he himself was bishop, and not suffer any 
privilege of the church to be in any way shaken, to which he himself had given the 
firm foundations of his name, which could not be shaken by any motion, and which 
no man could attack without his own danger-; although, therefore, Peter was the 
source of so great an authority, and confirmed the subsequent provisions of the 
forefathers, so that by all divine and human laws and institutions the Roman Church 
was consolidated, whose (Peter's) place he (Zosimus) now took, and whose 
authority he possessed, as they well knew, and as bishops were bound to know, yet, 
although he possessed so great an authority, that no one could contradict his 
sentence, he did nothing which he did not communicate to them by letter for their 
knowledge, admitting to the brethren that he consulted together with them, not 
because he did not know what was to be done, or because he was doing something 
detrimental to the church, but that he negotiated together with them about him who 
had been accused before them and who had appealed to his see, to have the 


1) Constant, p. 974. 
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Condemning transgressions which, as he says, were falsely reproached to him. In 
his earlier letter he had explained to them his entire request and believed that he 
had answered their complaints sufficiently. After reading their letter, now sent by 
Subdiacon Marcellinus, he realized that they had taken his letter as if he had believed 
Célestius in all points and, without examining his words, had agreed to every 
syllable. They should not lightly accept what should be long and carefully considered. 
They should know that he had made no change, but had left everything in the same 
state in which it had long been, since he had indicated to them by his letter that their 
request, which had been sent to him, was to be fulfilled." 1) This is the hurried, 
confused way of a man who tries to lie his way out of embarrassment, where all 
holes are too small, and finally resorts to misunderstanding, where all 
misunderstanding is impossible. But let us notice how the badly compromised bishop 
of Rome is especially concerned to save his endangered supremacy, the 
indisputability of his pronouncements, the absolute validity of the same for the whole 
Church, which is founded on the unshakable foundation of the name of Peter, in 
short, the lying authority of the lying heir to the throne of Peter from beginning to end. 
A.G. 
(Conclusion follows.) 


The wisdom of God in the work of creation. 


(Psalm 104:24.) 


In his Psalms, the holy singer David not only sang the praises of God's grace 
and of the promised King and High Priest out of the Holy Spirit, but also praised the 
wisdom and goodness of God in nature. And if the Psalmist already 3000 years ago 
praises the Creator of all creatures with the words, "Thou hast wisely ordered them 
all," natural science of today, if it is not blind, must also join in this praise of God. 
Ulrici says in his strictly scientific work "God and Nature": "From whatever side we 
may look at the given world, nature and mankind in their development and evolution, 
- the deeper we penetrate into the understanding of them, the more brilliantly is 
justified the ancient belief in the existence of a creating and sustaining God who 
rules with wisdom and goodness. And the newer natural science, precisely because 
it has penetrated more deeply than ever before into the nature of things, far more 


1) Langen, Rém. Kirche |, 755 f. 
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removed from shaking this belief, rather serves it for new confirmation and deeper 
justification." (S. 613.) 

1 In Genesis 1, the creation of the great works of God is described to us. We 
want to see how much the "wise order" of the works of creation remains before the 
most exact research, yes, through it it comes to light, that even science must say with 
Sirach, "wisdom is poured out over all His works. 1:10 If the newer science, which in 
many respects has achieved great things, must admiringly admit this wisdom, it may 
otherwise fool us and say what it will about the origin of all things, but the wisdom in 
the works of creation can only be the work of our all-wise, all-powerful, eternal God, 
who is a thousand times greater, wiser, and more beautiful than all works. 

Such a contemplation of creation in the light of revelation strengthens faith 
tremendously. For this purpose the Lord Himself calls the people to look at His works 
of creation. Isa. 40:26: "Lift up your eyes on high, and behold! Who hath created such 
things?" etc. And the prophets repeatedly point to the creation, by which the 
idolatrous people could recognize the glory of Jehovah. Jer. 10, 11. ff.: "Speak 
therefore unto them, saying, The gods which have not made the heavens and the 
earth must be destroyed. ... But he made the earth by his power, and prepared the 
world by his wisdom, and stretched out the heavens by his understanding." And in 
times of greatest distress, when the faithful were conscious of their utter impotence 
in the face of the defiance and power of their enemies, they drew mighty, certain 
comfort from the omnipotence and glory of God, which was revealed to them in the 
work of creation, on the ground of the word of God. Therefore Hezekiah, in the midst 
of his distress, which was unavoidable in the sight of men, prayed through Sanherib: 
"O LORD of hosts, God of Israel, who sitteth above the cherubims, thou only art God 
over all the kingdoms of the earth; thou hast made heaven and earth." Isa. 37:16. 
And when the church at Jerusalem saw how earnestly the mighty enemies of Christ 
sought their destruction, they lifted up their prayer, saying, "O LORD, thou art the 
God that made heaven and earth, and the sea, and all that is within." Apost. 4:24. 
The children of God of all ages have contemplated the works of creation and taken 
strength from them! How finely Luther understood and practiced the word of JEsu: 
"Behold the lilies of the field," etc.; "Behold the fowls of the air," etc. 

Let us look at the great works of creation mentioned in Genesis 1, without going 
into details, and we will have to agree admiringly with the words: "Lord, you have 
wisely arranged them all," and we will have to confess with wisdom Sal. 13:3: "He 
who is the Master of all beautiful things has created all these things." 

Of the wisdom of God the creation of light testifies, v. 3. 
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"The northern lights, one of nature's most brilliant phenomena, .... seems to be 
related to the Earth's magnetism... It often brightens the week-long nights of the sad 
polar countries." (Schédler.) "From this phenomenon it follows that the earth is gifted 
with the property of emitting from itself a light different from the sunlight. The strength 
of this light is somewhat greater than that of the moon in its first quarter. It is at times 
strong enough to read printed matter by its glow. This light, which the earth almost 
constantly sends out towards the poles, reminds us of the light of the planet Venus, 
one side of which, not illuminated by the sun, often shimmers with a faint 
phosphorescent light. It is possible that other planets also possess a light that 
emanates from their own substance. There are other examples of the production of 
terrestrial light in our atmosphere, such as the well-known nebulae of 1783 and 
1831, which gave off a perceptible light during the night." (A. v. Humboldt, quoted 
by Hartwig in "The Aerial World.") 

How sad the month-long nights of the polar lands would be without this light! 

The firmament with its atmosphere is a work of God's wisdom, v. 6: "The 
atmosphere would not be able to sustain respiration and thus the life process of 
plants and animals if it were not composed in just this way (of oxygen and nitrogen). 
A slight change in its composition - for example, if only its two elements were 
chemically instead of mechanically combined - would make respiration of plants and 
animals impossible. Nevertheless, animals are constantly trying to decompose the 
atmosphere, for their respiration continually produces carbonic acid, that is, it 
combines the oxygen in the air with carbon and thus separates the nitrogen from the 
oxygen. If this process were not stopped and a balance brought about, the 
atmosphere would soon consist only of carbonic acid and nitrogen and thus become 
deadly for plants and animals. This is prevented by the plants (during the day) 
extracting the carbon from the carbonic acid and absorbing it, which is necessary 
for their growth and existence; thus the oxygen is released again and mixes with the 
nitrogen in the old way, to be absorbed by the animals. And this interaction of the 
two opposing activities is so measured that the purity of the air, the original mixture 
of its two elements, is always restored with constant fluctuations. (Ulrici, God and 
Nature, 420.) "If the innumerable accidental substances, which rise without 
intermission from the surface of the earth and mix with the atmosphere, were to 
accumulate in its bosom, they would undoubtedly finally put an end to the existence 
of animals and plants. But the atmosphere possesses a wonderful self-purifying 
power; 
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the oxygen and ozone in it are always bent on destroying all harmful gases and 
organic substances exposed to their influence. The winds, the rains, and the 
electricity hasten the ejection of all that does not belong to the air, and thus the 
immense mass of air remains, century after century, life-sustaining and unchanged 
in the midst of perpetual change. A more striking example of wisdom and design, 
says Dr. Ellis, is hard to find." (L. c. 24.) 

Water bears witness to the wisdom of God, v. 9. "This liquid, whose 
distinguishing characteristic is that it is almost devoid of all features, owes to this 
very inertia, this passivity, the entire importance of the role it plays in nature. Water 
is the true solvent and vehicle for a multitude of bodies which, in order to act upon 
each other, require their particles to unite, their substances to penetrate each other, 
by means of such a fine division as can only be effected by a dissolution. Other 
liquids undoubtedly have the property of absorption and assimilation in common with 
water; but besides the fact that none of them possesses it in so great a degree, they 
have the disadvantage of acting where their action is useless or even harmful, while 
water, because it is neutral, does not change the chemical bodies which it dissolves. 
... Finally, water is invariably and in no small measure necessary to the formation of 
organic and living bodies." (A. Mangin, Mysteries of the Ocean, 21.) This is especially 
true of the water of the ocean. "Before Maury's investigations, the ocean appeared 
to the keenest observer to be nothing more than an immense, dead, inactive mass 
of water subject to blind and changing forces. But Maury has proved that here, as in 
all other parts of the household of nature, harmony and order reign; that every thing 
is planned, weighed, and set in equilibrium." (L. c.) Of how great importance, for 
instance, are the mighty ocean currents for keeping the ocean pure, for the whole 
earth and for individual countries! The book continues: "According to Maury, the 
ocean current is largely based on the salts of the sea water. Hence the question 
arises: Where does this saltiness come from? It has long been regarded as a freak 
of nature. But we now know that it, like every other phenomenon, has a mission to 
accomplish, a role to play in the great world order, in the natural constitution of the 
earth. The ocean current is absolutely necessary for the distribution of temperature, 
for the maintenance of the meteorological and climatic conditions which govern the 
development of life on our planet; and this current could not come about, or its nature 
would very soon become different, if the waters of the ocean were fresh instead of 
salty." 
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The existing distribution of land and water is expedient. "It is well known that 
the ocean exerts a powerful influence on the temperature of the earth. This influence 
is so important that a substantial change in the size and extent, a different 
distribution of the land and water masses would soon destroy all the flora and fauna 
on earth. The existing distribution, therefore, is alone suitable for the preservation of 
living creatures." (Ulrici, 422.) 

Wise is the supply of water to all creatures. "Like a careful mother, who walks 
about in all the rooms of her house without ceasing, descending to the cellar and 
then to the storehouse of the upper floor, in order to provide all her own with what 
they need, the water of the earth flows in the rivers and streams down to the sea, 
and from there, after a short stay, rises as steam into the air, drips as dew, pours as 
rain over the thirsty land, and gathers on the surface of the sea, rises from there as 
steam into the air, trickles as dew, pours as rain over the thirsty land, gathers on the 
cool mountain or on the wooded hill to form a spring or stream, and, distributing its 
nourishing gifts all around, runs down again to the depths. . .. As the air penetrates 
into the water and sinks into it, so the water, in airy form, forces its way into the 
atmosphere, and gives the alpine plants and mosses of the high mountains such 
abundance to drink that hardly the noonday sun takes away the pearly drops." (G. 
Schubert, Spiegel der Natur, 5.) 

The wisdom of God we know from the nature of the soil, v. 11. "In this respect 
Liebig remarks (Chem. Briefe II, 261): "There is no more marvellous phenomenon in 
chemistry, none which renders all human wisdom so much silent, as that which is 
presented by the conduct of an arable soil suitable for the growth of plants. By the 
simplest experiments everyone can convince himself that when rainwater filters 
through the arable soil, this water does not dissolve any trace of potash, silicic acid, 
ammonia, phosphoric acid (as it otherwise does), that on the contrary the soil does 
not give up a particle of all the plant nutrients it contains to the water; the most 
persistent rain is not able to deprive the field of any of the main conditions of its 
fertility, except by mechanical washing away. The soil, however, not only retains 
what it possesses in the way of nutritive substances for plants, but when rain or other 
water, containing ammonia, potash, phosphoric acid, silicic acid in a dissolved state, 
is brought together with the soil, these substances disappear almost immediately 
from the solution: the soil withdraws them from the water. And only those substances 
are completely withdrawn from the water by the arable earth which are indispensable 
foodstuffs for the plant; the others remain wholly or largely undissolved/ 'The arable 
earth is thus of just such a nature as the constitution of the plants, the preservation 
of the plant kingdom, demands." (Ulrici, 416.) 
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Wisely arranged is the plant world, v. 11. "Of the organic compounds (e. g. 
albumin, fibre, casein, starch), which chemistry has proved to be constituents of the 
plant's body, not a single one is found in the media (substances) with which the plant 
can interact: neither in the earth's crust, nor in water, nor finally in the air has one 
been able to prove these organic compounds; they must therefore, and this 
conclusion is compelling, have formed in the plant itself only with its development, 
they must continually produce themselves anew in the plant during its entire life. The 
plant is the synthetic laboratory in which the numerous organic compounds which 
we encounter in the body of plants are formed from inorganic matter." This fact 
overturns the whole mechanical or so-called theory of evolution. - Wisely ordered 
are the plants in regard to the immutability of species. "An oak leaf grows once for 
all differently from an elm leaf . .and no combination of external conditions is capable 
of .... to give an oak leaf the structure of an elm leaf. - This specific quality of growth 
depends on the lineage, on the species... ... It is something historically given, 
inherited, in the main unchangeable. For even if it is possible to change some 
mechanical and chemical properties of the tissue by external influences, this never 
strikes at the very core of hereditary characteristics." (L. c. 264.) 

Wisely ordered is the light and heat of the sun. V. 14. "All vegetation, all life, 
all motion on the earth would be extinguished, if the body of the earth did not receive 
exactly as much heat from the rays of the sun, as it loses to the space of the world 
by perpetual heat radiation; And this balance would be impossible if the atmosphere 
surrounding it did not possess the special property of arresting and, as it were, 
retaining those heat rays which come from moderately heated masses, while it freely 
admits and transmits rays from a heat source of high temperature, that is, the heat 
rays of the sun. - In spite of this elaborate arrangement, no movement, no life would 
be able to exist on earth if the light of the sun did not, at the same time as the heat, 
stimulate the chemical and electromagnetic processes by means of its peculiar 
power and keep them in progress. ... But the law (of light) could not work or would 
have quite different results if the circumstances and conditions, the nature and order 
of things were determined differently. .. . The bodies on which the light falls must 
have a nature corresponding to it; for only if they are capable of receiving, 
transmitting, absorbing, or reflecting the etheric waves, can the light exert its 
manifold effects. Only through the combined 
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It is only through the harmonious arrangement, through the original correlation of 
these "conditions" that the effects of light are possible in their regularity. And it is 
only through the peculiar but quite definite relation in which the light and heat rays 
of the sun act upon things, and to which the constitution of the manifold earthly 
substances corresponds exactly, that the sun is able to exert its powerful influence." 

Wise is the order of day and night. "How tedious and pernicious for us human 
beings, as we and our dwelling-place are constituted, would be an incessant day! 
The great sun, ever above us, and ever shining down upon us, would become to us, 
instead of a friend, a terrible enemy, and our earthly abode would soon be converted 
into a place of desolation. All the lovely influences of night upon the animal and 
vegetable world would be absent, and her kindly darkness, which contributes so 
much to quiet collection and quiet, refreshing sleep, would never come to embrace 
us in its gentle arms and bless us. Incessant sunshine and great heat would soon 
produce mortal sickness, and we would, in our sad oedema, long for the night with 
its cool shadows and the rustle of its refreshing airs." (Adams, "The Earth and its 


Wonders," 70.) 

Wisely ordered are the heavenly bodies. Sir Isaac Newton says: "The 
wonderful arrangement of the solar system can only be the work of a rational, 
omnipotent Being." Kepler, in contemplating the celestial bodies, breaks forth into 
the words, "I thank thee, my Creator and Lord, that thou hast given me these delights 
in thy creation, this delight in the works of thy hands." How wisely the heavenly 
bodies are ordered is shown by the following words of the astronomer Madler: "A 
true naturalist cannot be a denier of God. He who looks so deeply into God's 
workshop, and, as we do, has occasion to admire His all-wisdom and eternal order, 
must in humility bend his knees before the rule of a higher spirit." The movements 
of the heavenly bodies are so wisely ordered to the heathen Cicero, that he writes: 
"That there are gods, then, is so clear, that | can hardly think him reasonable who 
denies it." (De Nat. Deor. p. w. 172.) 

How much wisdom shines forth from all the works of creation hitherto 
mentioned, was already clearly perceived by the heathen Cicero, and his words are 
made his by a naturalist of the present day, Sir John Lubbuch, in his book: "The 


Beauties of Nature." "Beautifully," says Cicero, "Aristotle has remarked: if there were 
men whose dwellings had always been under the earth, in good and comfortably 
furnished houses, adorned with image-columns and paintings, and with all that a 
happy man desires; and if they were then informed of a divine, majestic being, and 
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then the earth should open and they should leave their dark abode and come to us: 
when they then immediately beheld the earth, the sea, and the heavens; when they 
observed the vast clouds, and the power of the wind; when they contemplated the 
sun, and saw its magnificence and beauty; when they remarked the creating power 
of the sun, inasmuch as by the radiation of its light through the celestial spaces the 
day is effected; and when, after the night has enveloped the earth in darkness, they 
behold the heavens sown and adorned with stars; the surprising change of the moon 
in waxing and waning; the rising and setting of all the stars, and the unchanging 
regularity of their course: if they saw all this, they would certainly conclude that there 
are gods, and that these things are their mighty works." (Cicero, De Nat. Deor. p. m. 


190.) "It may indeed be known by the great beauty and transactions (of the works) of 


the same creators, as in the image." Weish. 13, 5. H. W. 
(Conclusion follows.) 


Miscellany. 


In the matter of the dismissal of the two East Indian missionaries. (Conclusion.) "Our 
removal from office thus proceeded in spite of our protest. It did not help that at the 
end of December four other brethren 1) expressly declared their full support for our 
doctrinal and confessional position and asked for the dismissal proceedings to be 
stopped! How much our second question was justified is already evident from these 
proceedings for dismissal, to which we, as true Lutherans - not convicted or even 
accused of any false doctrine, concerned about the weal and woe of our church and 
mission, civilly blameless and not found unfit or unwilling for the office of preaching 
and mission - should not have been subjected, especially since other missionaries 
objected to the illegality of the proceedings. But to them the Director and the 
Collegium owe no responsibility. The missionaries have only - to obey! - Thus | come 
finally to the question of obedience and some other points in the official 
announcement of the Collegium. In our Vocation we were indeed bound to 
obedience by the words of 1 Petr. 2, 13. In spite of the fact that this passage of 
Scripture deals only with governmental and domestic government, | have always 
tried to interpret the words of the Vocation as Lutheran as possible without reference 
to this passage. 


1) There was no time to circulate your input. Otherwise, several more would have joined in. 
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But the Director has taught me that | was in error. According to Lutheran doctrine, 
there is an obedience ‘for the sake of the Lord’, ‘for the sake of the mere 
commandment or ‘obedience’ in the narrower sense, and an obedience, a subjection 
‘out of love and freedom for the sake of peace’. This parents may demand of their 
children, kings of their subjects, and lords of their servants, even in indifferent 
matters, in adiaphoris (so that contradiction or disobedience is ipso facto sin); but 
according to Matt. 20:25, 26, 23:8, it is forbidden in the church by Christ himself! In 
the church one should be subject to one another according to Eph. 5, 21. as 
otherwise according to Matth. 23, 8. 1 Petr. 2, 9. etc. (cf. Muller, Symbol. Books, p. 
329: Christus expresse prohibet dominationem inter apostolos; 'since no one can boast 
of special authority or power for and over the others') one is equal to another. 
Christians are not to deal with one another as masters with servants, but as brothers 
with brothers. We have never refused to obey ‘out of love and freedom for the sake 
of peace’. But it was rejected as insufficient at that meeting (in spite of the lecture 
from Luther's house postilion on Luc. 22, 24-30 on St. Bartholomew's Day), probably 
because it would leave us with the general Christian right to veto unjust decisions 
and to exercise elenchus, and the ‘superiors’ would be obligated to humble 
themselves for their part and to render obedience to us, that is, to yield to our 
insistence that an injustice be stopped. But the pope does not want to be judged by 
anyone; he demands obedience without allowing his orders to be examined first to 
see whether they are not perhaps contrary to the Gospel. The words in the second 
question already protect us against the accusation of licentiousness that we would 
have wanted to introduce, quite apart from our previous years of proper conduct in 
office and the declarations made on the record: ‘without prejudice to his 
administrative, executive and disciplinary power'. What was said there by the Church 
Council also refers to the Collegium, as we stated in Tranquebar. Against the 
reproach that we had demanded a ‘special confession’ for our mission, which the 
Collegium does not declare to be its profession, we ask you to note that we have 
never thought of authentic declarations (‘So and so is now to believe and to teach’), 
such as the Pope, in spite of Gal. 1, 8, may now and then issue. God's Word alone 
is to establish articles of faith, otherwise no man, not even an angel. The verbal 
inspiration and inerrancy of holy Scripture is clearly taught in God's Word and 
testified to by the confessions. This expressly - not merely with the general 
expression that says nothing under the present conditions of the time: -The reverend 
college expressly confesses Scripture and confession’ - and confesses the counter- 
sanctified doctrine - as false and for the sphere of faith. 
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The Collegium does not consider itself called upon to intolerably characterize the 
Lutheran mission in Leipzig. And yet it is called to watch that false doctrine is not 
given space and freedom in the Leipzig Mission or even introduced by it itself, 
remembering the words of the great missionary to the Gentiles: 'A little leaven 
leaveneth the whole dough,’ and, ‘Take heed to thyself and to the doctrine." It is also 
said: "| believe, therefore | speak. If the College now refuses to answer the first 
question, that is, does not speak, although the situation urgently demands it, the 
conclusion is obvious: it does not believe anything either. It is regrettable that the 
College has declared the doctrine of inspiration to be a matter of opinion, and that it 
would rather send away two missionaries than openly profess the right doctrine and 
supplement 'not irreformable' missionary statutes in one point. A correction of factual 
inaccuracies in the presentation of the Collegium has been sent to the 'Ev.-luth. 
Missionsblatt'. At this point | would only like to point out that | have only been in the 
mission house for four, not six years, and in the mission service for six and a half 
years, namely two years as treasurer and head of the printing office in Tranquebar, 
three years as missionary of Madras and Chingleput and the last year as missionary 
of Tanjore and Aneikadu, not to mention the administration of Panruti and 
Manikramam, where | was allowed to baptize a large number of heathens. 
Missionary Mohn, however, took over, among other things, a congregation badly 
fragmented by caste strife and, by God's grace, rallied it again as a true shepherd. 
Whoever compares this account with that of the Collegium will probably shake his 
head. Since we are portrayed as apprentices who have run away, it is not surprising 
that despite the Indian money exchange rate, through which the mission has 
benefited for years from a third of the salary to be granted to the missionaries, thus 
also to us, the travel allowance to which we are entitled by law as a result of years 
of missionary service and involuntary departure, and which we have superfluously 
still formally "requested", has not yet been granted to us. 1) | do not need to 
emphasize how difficult it was for us to leave our beloved work. The Mission Director 
and the Collegium bear a heavy responsibility. Th. Nather." 

(From the "Free Church.") 


1) As Missionary Mohn informs us, the request for travel money has been rejected 
according to a letter from Mr. von Schwartz to Missionary Mohn! 
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l. America. 


Humanity among the Baptists. The messenger writes: "Ask the preachers who were 
appointed at the back, who were given nothing to do in the Conferences - no office - how they 
liked it, and then publish the results in the 'Sendbote'. In the Eastern Conference, only 51 of 163 
brothers took part in the work. The office of clerk had been in the same hands for long periods. 
Out of 100 pastors, 60 had no office in the Conference. The famous speakers of the big city 
were chosen as preachers. In the committees, too, an already favored one was usually placed 
at the top, a long-forgotten preacher was brought out of the pews as a second to show him that 
he was still worth something, and another delegate was added as a third, and the work could 
begin. All at once the chairman of the committee came, put the work down on paper, went to the 
second, then to the third in the pew, and asked him whether he agreed with what he had created. 
Out of mortified modesty, he said yes. The actual program was drafted at the lunch table under 
the advice of the already existing officials. One and the same brother was on the conference 
program, Sunday school program and on the list of officials, the others had to be content with 
the honor with God. Misjudging the delegates would damage the "Gemeininteresfe" and also 
the Collecte. The consequence was that the preacher no longer attended the conference and 
the delegates declared to their congregations: "There is no need for us to send our pastor, there 
are half a dozen preachers who do the work alone; the others just sit there." The writer in the 
Messenger therefore suggests: A steady rotation of offices. An equal distribution of the work, 
whereby each one, out of modesty, does not take on a second office or commission until he 
knows for certain that all the fine brethren have already had their turn, etc. - These are strong 
symptoms of the honor- and rest-seeking old Adam, which are manifest among the Baptists, and 
which are nourished instead of being punished with God's Word. May God grant that we may 
always recognize and fight down such prideful thoughts as originating in the flesh. Pride is the 
mother of all heresies, as well as of all divisions and separations in the church, 

F.B. 

Baptist doctrine of the preaching ministry. Concerning the call to the office of preacher, the 
"Sendbote" of May 2 and 9 states as follows: "If we conclude by summarizing all that the Holy 
Scriptures teach concerning ordination to the office of preacher, the result is: a. That a divine 
call is the first and most necessary condition for entrance into the office of preacher. b. That this 
divine call must find its biblical foundation in a threefold testimony. That this divine call must find 
its biblical foundation in a threefold testimony, 1. by the inward testimony of the Spirit, 2. by the 
testimony of the congregation, 3. by the testimony of those who are outside. c. That neither 
congregations, nor councils, nor ordaining elders, confer any authority, but that it is God who 
has given all outward and inward endowment for the administration of the ministry to the person 
concerned even before ordination. Truly, whoever is called by the Lord to the office of preaching 
also receives such a firm assurance of the divine call through the inner testimony of the Spirit 
that he speaks with the apostle Paul 1 Cor. 9, 16: 'For | must do it; and woe is me if | preach not 
the gospel.' The only door into it - 
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The ministry of preaching - according to the teaching of Scripture - is the call from above. This 
call is not based on imagination, selfishness or education, but it is already contained in its last 
consequence in the counsel of God (Rom. 8, 30.). It is innate. ... When the Lord kindles a light, 
it first shineth unto them that are in the house. When the Lord calls someone to the preaching 
ministry, a congregation will soon be made aware of this special inner activity of the Spirit of God 
in the life of one of its members. The reason for the calling of the person in question will become 
apparent in his regular participation in the work of God in the congregation. Through serious 
study of the Scriptures, the called one will develop special clarity and joy in speaking God's Word 
in the meetings. Furthermore, the members of the church will have spiritual enjoyment through 
his intercourse and his testimonies on various occasions; and when then, as according to Apost. 
6:3-15, the need arises for the church to elect men to the special service of God, then the church, 
guided by the Holy Spirit, soon receives assurance concerning the person, similar to the election 
of Barnabas and Saul (Acts 13:2), where the Holy Spirit, removing all doubt, names those to be 
elected." - This false doctrine of the Baptists concerning the office of preaching, since they deny 
that the Christian congregation, in the name of God, confers the office upon the preacher, leads, 
for the very reason that it is contrary to the holy Scriptures, to pernicious consequences for the 
preacher as well as for the congregation. If the Baptist preacher no longer feels in his heart the 
testimony that he is called by God, and if he comes into temptation, he cannot hold to his calling 
from the Christian congregation; he must rather believe that the administration of his office is no 
longer pleasing to God, and must resign his office until he again feels that God is calling him. If 
he does not do this, he will try artificially to produce in himself the desired, necessary feeling, and 
thus become a hypocrite, who pretends to himself and others that he has something before 
others, of which he has the least of all. This teaching is also dangerous for the Christian 
community. Precisely because the fanatic does not believe that he has his office and his 
profession from the Christian congregation, which has given him his profession, but directly from 
God, he also thinks it right to break into the congregations somewhere. He has, after all, as he 
thinks, profession from God, what need he of the profession of the people! Thus this doctrine 
raises up the "lurkers," as Luther calls them, who are so pernicious to the church. The only way 
to escape these consequences, which are pernicious both for preachers and for the church, is to 
teach with Scripture that it is the Christian congregation itself which, in the name of God, confers 
upon the preacher the office given to it by God. F. B. 

The Herrnhuter no longer want to be called "Briidergemeine", but "Briider-Kirche". In the 


"Moravian" of 18 April we read: "Why Brueder-gemeine, and not Brueder-Kirche, especially in view of 
the fact that one of the characteristics of the legislation of the last General Synod was to lay emphasis upon 
the churchly significance of the Unity's life and activity? Why retrogression in this respect? Is it because 
the term Gemeine is more accurately appropriate to the entire history of the Unity since its first inception? 
Scarcely; in as much as the term Gemeine is first applicable to the period after 1722, and is not the most 
appropriate term for the whole scope of events since then. Even Croeger found it best to speak of the 
Bruederkirche." F. B. 
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ll. Abroad. 


The Repentance of a Minister of Culture. Two noteworthy documents of the former Prussian 
Minister of Culture, v. Muhler, have recently become known. For the sake of his personal 
Christianity, of which he made no secret, he was in his time the target of ridicule by the German 
liberals. But he was a Unionist through and through, and thus enforced the establishment of a 
united general consistory in Curhessen and forced the Lutheran-minded pastors and laymen of 
this new Prussian province into renitence, or rather separation, and did not treat the newly 
formed renitent or separated congregations lightly either. In 1874 he sent the following letter to 
the Oberkirchenrath Rocholl in Breslau: "Potsdam, February 2, 1874. | thank Your Reverence 
from the bottom of my heart for your letter. As far as the 40 Hessian clergymen are concerned, 
it is a pain to me that the Hessian church question has been brought by me into the path that 
has led to this outcome. | do not feel free of guilt in this. Not all justice has been done, and the 
justified demand that the superintendents be heard before any change in the Hessian church 
institution has been ignored. Three times God threw an obstacle in my way by a negative vote 
of the Landtag, but | wanted to be right and always sought new ways. If | have not been able to 
bring the matter to a conclusion and to proceed with its execution myself, then that is an 
undeserved preservation from God. But the suffering families and confused consciences are still 
before my soul, and if God would, | could still help. Whether we shall see each other again in 
this life is not certain. But may the Lord grant us both in grace that we may meet again in His 
kingdom pure from sins and free from sins. Your sincerely devoted v. Muhler." Soon afterwards 
v. Muhler died. In his papers was found a concept without date, containing a letter to the Prussian 
King in the Hessian affair. The original of this was sent to the King at Wiesbaden. It reads: "Most 
Sublime Emperor and King! Most gracious Emperor, King and Lord! In Hesse forty Protestant 
clergymen have been deprived of their office because of their opposition to the newly established 
General Consistory in Kassel. They and their families are suffering hardship. | myself am partly 
to blame for this development of things. In my earlier handling of the Hessian church question, 
not all justice was strictly fulfilled, especially not the justified demand that the Hessian 
superintendents be heard in advance about the intended changes in the Hessian church 
institutions; and it is precisely this that those men continue to take offense at. No matter how 
much they may err and be lacking, the plight of their conscience is real, and one cannot deny 
them the testimony that they are firm in their evangelical faith, faithful in their office, and 
blameless in their moral conduct. Their congregations and patrons stand by them. It is still 
possible to allow the royal leniency to prevail and to peacefully resolve a conflict which is just as 
sad as the removal and banishment of the old Lutheran clergy in former times, without violating 
the authority. As to how, it is not for me to interfere with advice without being called upon to do 
so. Let Your Majesty have mercy, and let the Most High exercise the same clemency here on 
their own subjects as Your Majesty's exalted ancestors once did on so many exiles for the sake 
of their consciences! God will bless it! In deepest reverence of Your Imperial and Royal Majesty, 
most subservient v. Muhler, State Minister of the Interior 
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minister a. D." The effect of this letter was that soon thereafter the charges against the 
recalcitrant pastors in Curhessen were dropped "according to higher instruction" and pecuniary 
support was assigned to them. 

G. St. 

From Wuerttemberg. The new King Carl of Wiirttemberg obviously sympathizes with 
Freemasonry. This is proven by the following letter, which the head of the cabinet, Griefinger, 
sent to the Master of the Stuttgart Lodge "Carl zu den drei Cedern" on his behalf on February 
28th of this year: "Sr. Hochwohlgeboren Dr. Wilhelm Lauser, Chief Editor of the Deutsche 
Verlagsaustalt! In accordance with the Highest Command, | have the honour to inform you that 
His Royal Majesty has received with pleasure the congratulations offered by the united Masonic 
Lodges of Wirttemberg on the occasion of Your Highest Birth Anniversary, and that he has once 
again satisfied himself that the Freemasons of Wurttemberg are the best of the best, that the 
Freemasons of Wuerttemberg, adhering to their time-honoured tradition, are inspired by the 
serious endeavour to set a good example to the people as a community of men filled with the 
spirit of loyalty to the King, love of country and lawfulness. They graciously thank the united 
Lodges for the attention they have received through their congratulations and assure them of 
their continued benevolent interest in the conviction that their noble endeavours are an effective 
means of balancing the social, confessional (!) and political differences of our time for the benefit 
of mankind and the fatherland. It is evident that this "Lutheran" prince and summus episcopus had 
neither an ear nor a heart for the plea of his Christian subjects for protection and help against 
the unbelieving theology that was spreading with power in Wirttemberg. G. St. 

From Hanover. In Géttingen there is opposition among the church-minded against those 
professors and bourgeois circles of the city who, in a petition to the state synod, oppose the use 
of the Apostolicum in baptism and confirmation, and even appeal to the King's Majesty himself 
that he may not confirm the newly concluded order of baptism and confirmation. In the same 
city, the church council of St. John's, consisting of two clergymen and six secular members, 
representatives of the good, educated bourgeoisie, recently unanimously decided to introduce 
the hitherto missing Apostolicum in the main services from Pentecost onwards. 

(Pilgrim a. Saxon.) 

From Pomerania. In Greifswald, too, the church liberals have sent out a petition on the 
question of the agenda, with the wish that other circles would join in. It protests "against a form 
of the act of Confirmation which compels unfortified children's souls to confess, in addition to 
eternal truths of salvation, what is in part acknowledged to be contrary to Scripture (‘resurrection 
of the flesh’ - 1 Cor. 15.), in part what is incomprehensible to them (‘received by the Holy Spirit’), 
and thus in a holy place and at one of the most sacred moments of their lives leads them to 
recklessness and untruthfulness. As an introductory formula for the Apostolicum in the liturgy, 
the petitioners call for the classic phrase: "Let us, each according to the understanding of sacred 
Scripture given him by God, confess the faith of our fathers." For baptism and confirmation a 
free form from the Baden Agende is to be used. For the ordination form, it is even demanded 
that the equation of "God's pure and clear word" and "the prophetic and apostolic words of God" 
should be avoided. 
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The obligation of the ordinands from the Apostolicum is of course also to be deleted. Five 

professors of the University of Greifswald issued a public statement against this petition: "The 

undersigned feel compelled to declare, on the occasion of the petition published in No. 94 of the 

Kreisanzeiger in the matter of the new Agenda, that of all the accusations and charges contained 

therein against the draft of a new Agenda for the Protestant Regional Church, not a single one 

is justified. Dr. Zéckler, Dr. Cremer, Dr. Schultze, Dr. v. Nathusius, Dr. HauGleiter." 
(A. E. L. K.) 

From Hungary. The Lutheran Church in Hungary is bearing unfortunate fruit under the rule 
of liberalism. Thus March 15, the day commemorating the revolution of 1848, is celebrated 
annually with special enthusiasm in the Lutheran grammar schools and theological institutions. 
This year it even happened that in the Lutheran grammar school at Pressburg the festivities 
were opened by singing the Marseillaise. This and similar abuses are, however, even surpassed 
by the mourning rallies organized by the Lutheran Church on the occasion of Koffuth's death. 
The PreBburger Kirchenblatt (!) writes in the Passion period: "Our Lutheran Church, standing 
under the redeeming cross of our Saviour, has looked with thundering eyes to the Golgotha of 
the Redeemer of our nation. The thanksgiving and joy which the consciousness of our 
redemption awakens unite with the feeling of pain and deep sorrow which the suffering and 
death of the Redeemer (!) aroused in us. The resurrection, the victory of our Redeemer over 
death, is a guarantee for us that the Liberator of our nation will also rise from the bonds of death 
and will have and give a new, glorious life. Kossuth is doubly glorious to us (Kossuth came from 
Lutheran parents) and therefore we are doubly obliged to mourn him, to bless him and to follow 
him. And as we offer our Char Friday sacrifice under the cross of our divine Redeemer and sing 
a victory psalm at his empty grave, we also take the Liberator of our nation on the fidget of our 
prayer: from his death may arise in new splendour the life of his Church and his nation. Let this 
be our prayer, this our striving. Let the dead Kossuth speak even more eloquently to his nation 
than the living one! May his transfigured life be the source of the transfiguration of his nation! 
Amen." And a Lutheran family journal edited by professors of theology writes: "The Turk Kossuth 
could not, the heavenly Kossuth must return to his Hungarian fatherland. What was heavenly 
about him cannot pass away; it is born anew in millions of hearts. And when Kossuth rises in 
the whole nation, then no one can defeat or banish him. That will be his transfiguration." - In this 
blasphemous, ambiguous tone, of course, were the funeral sermons held in honor of the 
"demigod" everywhere. This is how far liberalism can take a church when it has the reigns. 

(A. E. L. K.) 

From England. The lively struggle over a successor to the Baptist preacher, C. H. Spurgeon, 
has at last been decided. The congregation which the deceased had gathered consisted of 5000 
voting members. Some proposed a division of labor and wanted to give the administration to the 
brother of the deceased and the preaching to the American Dr. Pierson. The others wanted the 
son of the deceased, Thomas Spurgeon, to succeed him. When on March 21. 
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When the election was held this year, 2676 votes were cast, all but 649 of which went to 
Spurgeon's son. Thus the provisional election, which had lasted more than two years, has come 
to an end. (A. E. L. K.) 


From Greece. An old age has been reached by a clergyman in Trikkala in Thessaly. He died 
a few days ago at the age of 120 years. During this long life, as is written from Athens, he never 
left his place of birth or death. His manner of life was very simple. He never drank wine or 
spirituous beverages, except at Communion; nor did he abstain from tobacco. Before sunrise he 
rose from his bed, and only his duties as a clergyman could keep him from his habit of retiring 
about nine o'clock in the evening. Face and hearing preserved to the end of his life; he still read 
to the last without eye-glasses. But in the last years a weakness of memory had set in; he 
remembered everything that had happened before that time excellently, whereas the memory of 
more recent dates completely disappeared from him. He died without agony. He worked in the 
spiritual office for 99 years. (A. E. L. K.) 


Russia. The Russification of the German Baltic provinces continues steadily. The University 
of Dorpat must now bear a Russian name (Jurjew). It has been given until 1895 to introduce 
Russian as the language of instruction. Furthermore, the Rector of the University has received 
instructions from the Minister of Education to abolish all student fraternities that have a German 
name and to permit only student fraternities with Russian names and Russian character. In 
addition, the funds of the German fraternities are to be transferred to the Ministry of Education. - 
In St. Petersburg, too, the German schools are to be Russificirt. History lessons may be given 
only in Russian; likewise, the Abitur examination at the German Gymnasium is to be held only in 
Russian, and the church books in the German parishes must be kept in Russian. _L. F. 

In the East African colonies of Germany, truly bestial cruelties have been perpetrated by 
German officials against the natives. The "Rundschau" has the merit of having thoroughly 
uncovered this wretched economy, and Chancellor Leist, the main culprit, who has been relieved 
of his office by telegraphic imperial order, is already swimming towards home and the well- 
deserved punishment. The Secretary of State, Baron von Marschall, has declared in the 
Reichstag, in response to an interpellation by the deputy Richter, that the Government, now that 
the investigation in Africa itself has ended, will continue the proceedings in Berlin and take 
vigorous action against all the guilty parties. This is urgently needed. To characterize the 
brutalization of such so-called government officials, here is a sample from one such official's 
report on the uprising of the Dahome soldiers: "The rebellious Dahome soldiers have fled into 
the bush. Gradually they are being captured. Every day some are brought in; in part, driven by 
hunger, they come themselves. Everything that comes is hanged. January 1, 1894. 6:30 this 
morning, eight Dahomeers are again being dangled. Nice start to the new year. Still, the coffee 
at seven o'clock tastes all right. You get used to everything, after all, including a person fidgeting 
in the air." 
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Modern Subordinatianism in the Light of Scripture. 


(Continued.) 

We have seen that the passages of Scripture which the Subordinatists 
particularly claim for their view do not prove that Christ is subordinate to the Father 
in accordance with his divine nature. On the contrary, it has already become evident 
to us from the context of the striking scriptural words that the relationship in which 
the Son of God stands as such to the Father is a relationship of coordination. We 
now turn to the locis classicis, which from time immemorial have been cited as proof 
of the true deity of Christ, and from the rich abundance of this proof material we pick 
out those scriptural statements which identify Christ not only as the Son of God, but 
as the true, essential God, as God in the most actual and highest sense of the word. 
These serve directly to refute all subordinate theories. 

The Old Testament already presents Christ as the sdv‘panoc. 
eyes and testifies that Christ is both in one, true man and true God. 

When Eve gave birth to her first son, she joyfully exclaimed: 

XXXX-XX XXX XXXX Gen. 4, J. We translate: "| have acquired a man, the 
Lord", virum, qui est Jehovah. This is the version of the words which was received 
from the beginning in the orthodox Church, that one saw in them a confession of 
the faith of Eve, a confession of Christ, the God-man. Eve thought that her firstborn 
was the promised seed of the woman. In this she was mistaken. But it was only an 
error personae. The opinion she had of the promised Redeemer, that he was the man, 
the Lord, was the right faith. God, the Holy Spirit, had kindled this knowledge in her 
heart, and the Holy Spirit then also inscribed this confession of the truth in Scripture, 
in order to make known from the beginning to Eve's race what was to be thought of 
Christ. In Modern Theology 
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another conception of Eve's speech has become established. It is translated, "| have 
brought forth," or "| have made a man with the Lord," and finds in this only a natural 
expression of the mother's joy over the happy birth of her first son, as when we now 
say of a mother that with God's help she has delivered a healthy boy. Let us see 
which of these two versions alone is compatible with sound exegesis, and whether 
really the older, or not rather the newer, is based on dogmatic prejudice. As to the 
expression, even Delitzsch, who for his part renders the words, "I have brought forth 
a man with Yahweh," must admit: "The next impression is that 'XXXX is an 
explanatory apposition to XXX, for frequently after a first accusative there is a second 
more definite one with XX, Gen. 6, 10. 26, 34. Isa. 7, 17. Ez. 4, 1." Further, 
"Nevertheless the impression that 'XXXX is second accusative is so strong that the 
Jerusalem Targum translates: | have obtained a man, the angel of Yahweh." And he 
concedes, "However, XXXX, with Yahweh is otherwise unattributable." Calov 
correctly notes that in Hebrew the term "with God's help" is always replaced by 
XXXXX or XXXXX, Ps. 60, 14. Jer. 3, 23. Jos. 1, 7. 

Is. 45, 17. So only the translation "a man, the Lord" corresponds to the Hebrew usage. 
On the other hand, the verb can hardly mean: "| have brought forth. In this sense it is 
always said only of God, and used of the divine activity of creation. See Gen. 14:19, 
22; Ps. 139:13; Prov. 8:22; Deut. 32:6. But even if this meaning were true here, what 
would be the meaning and purpose of the words, "I have brought forth a man by the 
help of God"? No mother speaks in this way when she wants to testify her joy over a 
newborn child, but she says something like: | have brought forth a child, | have borne 
a son. If, on the other hand, we stop at the meaning of XXX, which alone has the 
linguistic usus for itself, and translate, "| have gained a man by the help of God," we 
do not see why the birth of a son, who in time becomes a man, should be called a 
gain. No, the words of Eve only make reasonable sense when XXXX-XxX is taken as 
a second accusative and apposition, thus giving place to the "strong impression" 
which this expression makes on every exegete. This, however, is an acquisition or 
gain without equal, a man who is no less than the Lord Jehovah Himself. And thus it 
is understood why it is called "man," and not, for instance, "son." The divine nature 
and character of the Redeemer is set side by side with his human nature and 
character. The emphasis is not on the fact that a child is born into the world, but this 
is the opinion: here is a man present, a true man, from Eve's seed, a man, and this 
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Man, this man is at the same time the true God, the Lord Jehovah! Now add to this 
what the newer ones also recognize, that this saying of Eve obviously refers back to 
the Gospel of the Protector, Genesis 3:15. Eve's exclamation is her response to 
God's promise. She thinks that what God promised her has now been fulfilled. But 
the promise of the woman's seed and the serpent's tread would lose all and every 
meaning if the birth of a mere human child could be considered a fulfillment. No, God 
had promised a Redeemer to the first men and sinners, and the Protevangelium 
describes him on the one hand as the Seed of the woman, and on the other hand as 
One who is far, far superior to men, as One who is at the same time God by nature. 
For to crush the serpent's head, to destroy Satan's power, "to this belongs," to speak 
with Luther, "a greater power and a greater strength than men have." This word of 
God had kindled in Eve, and now she immediately sees in her first son that seed of 
the woman, and praises this seed of the woman as the mighty conqueror of Satan, 
of sin, and of death, as the man, the LORD, and wishes herself happiness for this 
great gain. The connection of Gen. 3, 15. and Gen. 4, 1. leaves no doubt about the 
right sense and understanding of the words of Eve. One wonders what the actual 
motive of the newer theologians might be for their sacred interpretation. Apparently 
not the exegetical conscience. For the exegesis presses with power toward the 
ecclesiastical version. Delitzsch here openly shows his colors. After he has 
pronounced that the next impression is that of a second accusative, he continues: 
"Impossible the words can be understood as if she (Eve) regarded herself as Deipara 

. impossible - for the original promise does not yet say that the victor over the 
tempter will be God and man in one person, and if Eve's words had that meaning, 
her knowledge would go even beyond that of Mary." It is, then, a dogmatic prejudice, 
an "impossibility" dictated by unbelief, which prevents such exegetes from giving 
honor to the truth here, and allowing the natural and so "strong" impression which 
the words make to have an effect upon them. The mystery of Christ, the man, the 
Lord, is revealed in the Scriptures in clear, concise words, except that in this very 
matter unbelief is opposed to the word of truth and seeks to cover up and embellish 
its evil cause by distorting the Scriptures. 

Like Eve, David also responded to the great revelation of Christ that had come 
to him with an exclamation of joy and wonder, with a confession of his faith. And it 
pleased the Holy Spirit to make this confession of faith of David, which he himself 
had put into his heart, a part of Scripture, and thus a testimony of Scripture, which 
puts the person of Christ in the right perspective. 
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Light. After Nathan the prophet had delivered the words that God had commanded 
him and put into his mouth to King David and had finished his speech, David 
remained before the face of the Lord and humbly praised and thanked the Lord for 
the grace that he had shown him and his house until then, and thanked him especially 
for what God had spoken to his house about the far future, about Christ, the Son of 
David and Son of God. 2 Sam. 7, 12-14. He saith, "Thou hast not regarded these 
things, O Lord, O Lord, but hast not given unto the house of thy servant. 

Servant nor spoken of far off things to come." 2 Sam. 7, 19 a. And now he continues, 
XXX XXXX XXXX XXX 2 Sam. 7, 19 b. When Keil has said this 

When Hengstenberg translates the words thus: "And this is the law of man, O Lord 
Jehovah," he gains a sentence without sense and understanding. And when 
Hengstenberg explains this hieroglyphic translation as follows: "When God the Lord, 
in his conduct toward poor mortals, follows the standard which he has given to men 
for their conduct among one another, when he shows himself patient and loving, this 
must fill him who knows himself and God with adoring admiration" - he does not take 
what the words are supposed to say out of the text, but carries it into the text. And 
what relation, then, has such a vague acknowledgment of the grace and love of God 
to "that which is far off to come," to the promise of Christ? The connection of the two 
sentences 19 a and 19 b is thus entirely destroyed. These are again desperate, 
breakneck feats of super-smart exegetes, who would rather accept nonsense than 
give their reason captive under the obedience of faith. The Hebrew text in question 
only gives a sensible sense, which also fits the preceding words, if we take as an 
approximation, and translate it with the Church, "This is the manner of man, which is 
the LORD Jehovah." The words of David are an echo and reflex of the words of God 
which David had heard from the mouth of Nathan: "Now when thy time is past, that 
thou shalt lie asleep with thy fathers, | will raise up thy seed after thee, which shall 
come forth from thy womb. . . . | will be his father, and he shall be my son." And we 
can paraphrase David's speech and opinion in something like this way: "What great 
things you have promised, O Lord, to the house of your servant for the future! When 
| have long since fallen asleep with my fathers, then out of my house and lineage 
shall come forth a offspring, and this son of David shall be your own son, the Son of 
God, that is, God by nature. So a man, a true man, of David's seed, and this man no 
less than the LORD Jehovah himself! Surely this is the man, of whom already Eve 
said, the man, the LORD! God and man in one person! What a new and wonderful 
way! If we compare the text of Chronicles, the old ecclesiastical wisdom wins out. 
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Version of David's words only a new support. We read 1 Chron. 17, 17. "And thou 
hast looked upon me after the manner of the man of the height, who is God the 
LORD." In the promise, "I will be his father," etc., 1 Chron. 17:13, God has already 
looked upon David, has appeared to him, as it were, in the manner, in the likeness 
of the man of high places, of the man who is exalted above all other men, in the 
likeness of the man who is himself God the HErr. If Hengstenberg also takes the 
last words of this sentence as vocatives, and translates them, "in the manner of 
man, O thou most high, O Lord God!" - this is, however, the non plus ultra of 
eccentricity. 

The Psalms and the Prophets testify to the wonderful way of the man, the man 
who is God the LORD. 

In the 45th Psalm the congregation of God gives divine honor and worship to 
the King Messiah, the fairest of the children of men (v. 3.), in the words, "God, thy 
throne abideth for ever," v. 7. and, "Therefore, O God, thy God hath anointed thee 
with oil of gladness," v. 8. It is contrary to usage and grammar for recent 
commentators to render the expression XXXX XXXX "thy God's throne" in the 
former place. And it would be senseless and purposeless speech if in the second 
place both "God" and "thy God" should be designations of the subject. Isa. 7:14. the 
prophet says of the virgin Son, Immanuel. He announces an extraordinary sign. And 
the extraordinary, miraculous concerns the person of whom he speaks, and the 
origin of that person. A virgin is with child and gives birth to a son. What is the 
purpose of this unique conception and birth? This is shown by the name Immanuel. 
God himself wants to become man. But the holy God cannot enter into human 
existence in the mean human way, which is described, for example, in Ps. 51:7, with 
the words: "Behold, | am begotten of sinful seed, and my mother conceived me in 
sins." Therefore God chooses this wonderful way, and by his Spirit prepares for 
himself in a virgin a pure, sinless human nature. Immanuel, therefore, means God 
with us, God one of us, God in our flesh and blood. That this is the connection of 
the thoughts is confirmed by Matth. 1, 22. ff. And this connection is annulled when 
the name Immanuel is changed to mean only the powerful protection and support 
of God in and with the Son of the Virgin, and when this name, instead of referring to 
the mystery of the person of Christ, is referred to His work and ministry. Isa. 9, 5. 
the child that is born to us bears the title "strong God". Delitzsch, after stating that 
this expression is the name of God everywhere in Scripture, makes the following 
gloss: "The Messiah is the bodily presence of this strong God, for He is with Him, 
He is in Him, He is in Him with Israel." So by "the strong God" he understands God, 
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the Father, and sees in the Messiah only the organ of God. This is also only a 
linguistic coup de grace. No, the name "strong God" is attached to the child born to 
us, and this name designates the very nature, the essence of this child, This child is 
in its own person the strong God. This is the only possible sense of the prophetic 
words. The prophet Micah testifies, 5:1, that the Son of David, who is to come forth 
from little Bethlehem Ephrata, has yet another exit, from the days of eternity. He who 
is born in Bethlehem in the fullness of time is the eternal God. The prophet Jeremiah 
prophesies 23:5, 6. of the righteous increase which God will raise up to David, and 
then says of this Son of David of the future, "and this shall be his name, wherewith 
he shall be called, the LORD our righteousness." This double title will be given to the 
Son of David, and will also come to him, it is not a titulus sine Be, he is called and is 
the LORD, Jehovah, and because he himself is the LORD, he is also our 
righteousness, so in him we have perfect righteousness, righteousness that is valid 
before God. It is again a miserable makeshift when Keil takes the two last words as 
an independent sentence, "Jehovah is our righteousness," refers the name Jehovah 
to God the Father, and allows Christ to be regarded only as the one "through whom 
Jahve creates our righteousness.” 1) 

We see, then, that the very names and titles by which the Old Testament 
Scriptures identify the true, living God, and distinguish him from all false gods, are 
also attached in Scripture to the Messiah. The seed of a woman, this boy, this man, 
this man, the virgin son, the son of David, is, according to the Scriptures, God at the 
same time, 

the strong God, the eternal God, the Lord, the Lord on high. Yes, the Old 
Testament uses the expression "Son", "Son of God" of Christ relatively seldom, as 
for example Ps. 2, 7, 12, but rather ascribes to Christ the very titles and predicates 
that belong to God in general. And since the Lord our God is one Lord, Deut. 6:4, 
since there are not two gods, nor two kinds of deity, Christ appears according to 
Scripture as the one true, living God. The prophecy also distinguishes two persons 
in the divine being, distinguishes 2 Sam. 7, 14. the Son from the Father, Ps. 45, 7. 
8. God, the anointed one, from the God ("your God") who anoints the anointed one 
with oil of gladness, distinguishes Jer. 23, 5. 6. the Lord who raises up a righteous 
plant for David, from "the Lord our righteousness". But it also presents the Son, 
Christ, the anointed one, to the believers of the old covenant and to the believers of 
all times as God par excellence, as the one true, living God. 


1) Note. Cf. the interpretation of the above words of the prophets and similar "Lehre und 
Wehre" 1890, pp. 283 ff. p. 317 ff. p. 354 ff. 
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The prophecy of the Old Covenant describes the Messianic time as the time of 

the Parousia of the Lord. The Lord Himself will come to His people and make His 
dwelling with His people. The Lord Himself will appear on earth to save, judge, and 
govern His people. One of the most distinguished prophecies of this content is the 
40th chapter of the prophet Isaiah. There v. 9. Zion, the evangelist, is bidden to lift 
up her voice with power, and proclaim to the cities of Judah far and wide, "Behold, 
there is your God!" This glad tidings is the summa and epitome of New Testament 
preaching. This great and precious word is emptied of its essential content when it is 
reinterpreted with the moderns to mean that now, at the time of the New Covenant, 
God the Father reveals Himself in Christ, that God makes His dwelling with His 
people through Christ. "Behold your God!" - This can only mean: Behold, your God, 
the God of Israel, has now come into your midst. You have him before your eyes. 
You can point to him with fingers. The God of Israel now walks in visible form, in 
human form, in human giving among men on earth. And this incarnate God bears 
the full title of God. He is called and is XXXX XXXX. The HErr HErr will come in the 
glory of God. 
The prophet goes on to praise the incomparable greatness and majesty of the Lord 
Jehovah, the Creator and Sustainer of all things, the Ruler of the world. V. 2. 5. 10. 
11. In what follows the Prophet extols the incomparable greatness and majesty of 
the Lord Jehovah, the Creator and Sustainer of all things, the Ruler of the world. The 
connection of the two parts of this unified prophetic speech, vv. 1-11 and wv. 12-31, 
is correctly indicated by Delitzsch with the words: "Furthermore, it is didactically and 
paraenetically explained what kind of God this is, whose revelation for the redemption 
of his people has been prophesied in vv. 1-11. He is the incomparably exalted." Only 
that by that revelation of God we understand the manifestation of God in the flesh. 
The God who appears in the midst of his people, and takes flesh and blood from 
Israel, God the Redeemer, is none other than the Lord Jehovah, who compasseth 
and measureth heaven and earth and all things, who sitteth over the circle of the 
earth, and stretcheth out the heavens, and bringeth forth the host of the stars by 
number, the everlasting God, who made the ends of the earth, the God before whom 
all nations are esteemed as nothing, as a drop in a bucket of water, who makes void 
the princes and judges of the earth, the God whose understanding is inscrutable, 
whose power never fails nor fades away, and who gives strength to his poor, lowly 
people on earth, and strength enough to the impotent, that is, in one word, God, the 
Most High. V. 12. 15. 22. 23. 26. 28. 29. In the manner here done, Scripture is wont 
to circumscribe the concept of the Absolute. Thomasius rightly points this out in his 
Dogmatics |, pp. 13, 14, 
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that the statement that God is the Creator of heaven and earth forms the keynote of 
the entire Old Testament testimony of God, and that such statements are based on 
the concept of "absolute causality. And now the Old Testament Scripture teaches 


that Christ also is the absolute God, Deus summus, infinitus, independens, avtoovows, 
apyn avapyos. 


A parallel to Isaiah 40 is the 102nd Psalm. Here a wretch pours out his 
complaint before the Lord, but this complaint sounds out in praise of God. It says: 
"My days are gone like a shadow, and | am withered like grass. But thou, O Lord, 
abidest for ever, and thy remembrance for ever." V. 12. 13. "He humbles in the way 
my strength, he shortens my days. | say, My God, take me not away in the half of 
my days! Thy years endure for ever and ever. Thou hast founded the earth before, 
And the heavens are the work of thy hands. They shall pass away, but thou 
remainest; they shall all pass away as a garment; they shall be changed as a 
garment, when thou shalt change them. But thou abidest as thou art, and thy years 
have no end." V. 24-28. Human impotence and transience are here contrasted with 
God in His glory. The Scripture here deals entirely with man's point of view. If man, 
in his manner and language, would praise the ineffable greatness and glory of God, 
he must, for instance, compare God with the created, and choose such words as we 
find here, must give glory to the God whose years endure forever, who founded 
heaven And earth, who, as the Creator, also has unconditional power over his 
creatures and can destroy the work of his hands again when it pleases him, the God 
who will one day transform the heavens, and who remains there when heaven and 
earth pass away, and who remains there for eternity, who he is. Now it is not the 
tendency of the Psalmist to set forth in general the sublimity of the Divine Being, which 
infinitely surpasses all temporal and earthly things; but his praise of God is directed 
to the Lord, who has mercy on Zion, who hears the groaning of the captives, and 
loosens the children of death; to the Lord, who builds Zion, and makes his name 
known even among the Gentiles; that is, to the Lord, the Redeemer. V. 14-23. And 
the New Testament directly sets Christ, the Son of God, as the object of the 
Psalmist's speech. The apostle addresses Christ in Heb. 1:10-12, quoting the words 
of the Psalmist, "Thou, O Lord, hast founded the earth from the beginning," etc., and 
proves the true deity of Christ by this Old Testament quotation. And so, on the basis 
of Scripture, we confess Christ as the eternal, unchanging God, as the Creator, 


Regent, and Judge of the world, as Deum summum, maximum. 


It may only be remarked, that we take the two scriptures last cited, Isaiah 40. 
and Psalm 102. as significant examples from a 
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have singled out a larger group of scriptural statements. There are not a few psalms 
and prophecies in which the Lord who is coming, the Lord, the Redeemer, the Helper 
and King of Israel, that is, Christ, appears clothed with the full adornment of the 
majesty of God, the Creator of heaven and earth. 

Finally, we remind you of what the Old Testament Scriptures say about "the 
angel of the Lord". The angel of the Lord is, as also newer commentators, e.g. Keil 
and Hengstenberg, acknowledge, the angel who is like God, the eternal Logos, the 
Son of God. And this angel of the Lord, the angel of Jehovah, stands in Scripture on 
quite the same level with the Lord, with Jehovah. The two names "the angel of the 
HErrn" and "the HErr" are used promiscuously. Where the angel of the LORD is 
introduced speaking, he speaks as God the LORD speaks to his children on earth, 
as a divine | with supreme divine authority. We read 2 Mos. 6, 2. that "the angel of 
the HErrn" appeared to Moses in the fiery bush. This angel then continues briefly to 
bear the title "the HErr" and "God." "And when the LORD saw that he (Moses) went 
to see, God called unto him out of the bush," etc. V. 4. The angel of the LORD said 
to Moses, "| am the God of thy father, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and 
the God of Jacob." Cf. Apost. 7, 30-32. "The God of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob" is the 
true, living God, who already revealed Himself to the fathers and then to Israel. This 
is the title of God the Father: "The God of Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, the God 
of our fathers, hath glorified his child JEsum." Apost. 3, 13. But even also name of 
God the Son, the Angel of the Lord. Mal. 3, 1. He that cometh to his temple is first 
called "the HER" then "the angel of the covenant." "And soon shall come to his 
temple the LORD, and the angel of the covenant, whom ye desire." 

Summa: The Old Testament Scriptures give us Christ, the Son of God, to be 
known as the One true, living God, as the very highest God, as God yatecoynv, as 


God in the most actual and highest 


Sense of the word. G. St. 
(To be continued.) 


The doctrine of justification according to the Apology. 


The writers of the Confutation were only interested in throwing sand in the eyes 
of the Emperor and all simple-minded Christians by all kinds of dishonest tricks, and 
in creating the appearance as if they had really succeeded in refuting the Augustana 
with Scripture and the Fathers. 
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The Romans therefore also used the words of Holy Scripture and spoke with the 
Lutherans of grace, justification, faith, etc., but gave these expressions a false 


meaning. Thus, for example, by gratia, grace, they understood not the grace and 
mercy of God, but a habitus in man. Melanchthon writes 150, 260: "Jactatur in scholis, 
quod bona opera placeant propter gratiam, et quod sit confidendum gratiae Dei. Hic 
interpretantur gratiam habitum, quo nos diligimus Deum, quasi vero voluerint dicere veteres, 
quod debeamus confidere nostra dilectione, quae quam sit exigua, quam sit immunda, certe 
experimur. Quamquam hoc mirum est, quomodo isti jubeant confidere dilectione, quum 


doceant nesciri, utrum adsit. Cur non exponunt hic gratiam, misericordiam Dei erga nos? " 
Already in the Augustana, Melanchthon, in the entrance of 20 Art, 44, 6 declared: 
"Such unnecessary works - rosaries, service to the saints, becoming monks, 
pilgrimages, set fasts, celebrations, brotherhoods - even our opponents now no 
longer praise as highly as in former times; in addition, they have now learned to 
speak of the faith, of which they preached nothing at all in former times; 
Nevertheless, they now teach that we are not justified in God's sight by works alone, 
but add faith in Christ, saying that faith and works make us justified in God's sight, 
which speech may bring more comfort than if one were taught to trust in works 
alone." How the Romans took all possible pains to conform as far as possible in their 
expressions to the Lutherans, without denying their heresies, is also attested by the 
citations in "Lammer, Vortridentinische Katholische Theologie." The Confutators, 
however, were especially anxious to approach the Protestants in their expressions 
as much as possible, in order to lead the Christians behind the light under the guise 
of ambiguous expressions about their true position. Melanchthon points to this when 
he says in 75:14: "For only the other day | got to read the Confutation properly, and 
| notice that much in it is written so dangerously, so poisonously, and enviously, that 
in some places it would deceive pious people." The Confutation used the terms of 
Scripture and Lutheran, but not in the sense of Scripture. The Romans did not have 
in mind both the purpose of bringing the truth into clear expression, but rather the 
dishonest intention of so representing the Papist false doctrine of works, and of 
giving it such a shape that it might smuggle in and assert itself among the simple for 
Paul's doctrine, and of so distorting the Lutheran doctrine that the people would be 
prejudiced against it as an unchristian, godless, heathen doctrine. "Wherefore," says 
it, e. g., 189, 26, "they put on the saying as dark and obscure out of the Gospel, 
Repent, etc., that when the unlearned hear that this word out of the Gospel shall be 
used against us- 
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(They) should think that we are such people who think nothing of repentance. With 
such wickedness they deal with us. Although they know that we teach rightly about 
repentance, they still want to scare people off, and gladly embitter many people 
against us, so that the inexperienced should cry out: crucify, crucify such harmful 
heretics who think nothing of repentance, and so are publicly overcome as liars." 

For this purpose, to deceive the simple, the Confutators abused both Scripture 
and Dialectica in the most outrageous manner. It boiled in Melanchthon where he 
saw such satanic devices of the opponents to deceive the Christians. "God - he 
exclaims in holy wrath 189, 26 - God would disgrace and punish such desperate 
sophists, who so treacherously and wickedly interpret the holy Gospel to their 
dreams. What pious, honorable man should not be pained in heart by such great 
public abuse of divine word? . .. Who taught the rude insolent asses such dialectics? 
But it is not ‘dialectic’ nor 'sophistry,' but it is knavery to play thus with God's word, 
and to do so disgraceful wantonness." And again: "The adversaries also introduce 
some sayings of Scripture.... Then everyone sees that our adversaries have not 
spent their money badly, since they have studied dialecticam. For they may introduce 
the sayings of Scripture rhymed, unrhymed, finally, non-exclusively, as they wish, 
and as they please." Thus Melanchthon sneers 222, 89, and admonishes Christians 
182, 84: "Let even pious, Christian consciences not err in this, whether the 
adversaries falsely interpret and wrongly interpret the clear sayings of Paul. For 
nothing so simple, so certain and pure, so clear, can be spoken or written; one can 
make another nose at him with words." But," he adds in another passage, "we take 
comfort in this, and know for certain that with godly, even with respectable, pious, 
honest people, such impudent lies and falsification of the holy Scriptures are of no 
avail. So God the Creator, as he is a living God, will not long suffer such insolent 
blasphemy and unheard malice; they will certainly burn themselves on the first and 
other commandments of God. And after we have comprehended in our Confession 
almost all the highest articles of the whole Christian doctrine, so that about this 
matter there can be no greater most important matter under the suns, one should 
add to these high, most important matters, the whole holy Christian religion, and 
unity of the whole Christian churches, and in all the world, so many innumerable 
souls and consciences, now and in this time and in our descendants, should be 
sought and chosen with all faithful, highest diligence, who would be more godly, more 
understanding, more experienced, more daily and more honest, and also more 
faithful, good of heart and mind, and who would be more able to give their lives, and 
to give them a better life. 
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to my benefit, to the unity of the churches, to the welfare of the empire, than the 
loose frivolous sophists who wrote the Confutation." 

Melanchthon took a completely different approach in the Apology. He was not 
interested in giving the evangelical doctrine a deceptive dialectical appearance of 
truth and in the end not only to support his own doctrine with all kinds of sophisms, 
but also to mutilate that of the opponents. He was rather anxious to refute the false 
doctrine of the opponents convincingly for everyone from Scripture and to answer 
the opponents in such a way that they would have to fall silent. At the end, 
Melanchthon expounded the Roman doctrine of justification and showed how in the 
papist doctrine of works, despite all the differences of presentation, everything 
culminates in the fact that man does not receive righteousness, the forgiveness of 
sins, and eternal blessedness as a free gift of grace from God for Christ's sake 
through faith, but must earn and acquire them by his own works. To the Romans, 
righteousness and eternal life were not a gift of God, but a transaction, a trade, in 
which performance and counter-performance, giving and receiving, stood in causal 
relation to one another. To every quantity of performance on the part of man there 
corresponded a certain quantity of return on the part of God, who rewarded every 
attempt with a corresponding gift. And in proportion as man makes use of the gifts 
bestowed, God increases the measure of them. Therefore, every gift of God's grace 
must be preceded by corresponding conduct and action on the part of man, by which 
he makes himself worthy and valuable of the gift to be bestowed. The prima, as well 


as the intermedia and ultima gratia, depend on the merit of man. Not grace and favor, 
but merit and worthiness alone are valid before God in the transaction of justification. 
The Romans had deleted the gospel of the free grace of God from the Bible, the 
whole Scripture had become law to them, and they had stamped Christ himself as a 
second Moses. To them, righteousness consisted in the fulfillment of the law, the 
forgiveness of sins in their own penances and atonements, and blessedness in the 
well-deserved reward of their works. Yes, by natural powers man is able to 
accomplish what is necessary for salvation, if he does quod in se est. Therefore, there 
is no room left in the Roman doctrine of justification for God's grace and Christ's 
merit. Christ did not make it possible or even real, but only easier and more 
comfortable for man to become blessed. 

This was the doctrine of the adversaries, "quod remissionem peccatorum emamus 


nostris operibus." 132, 139. "We obtain remission of sin by our work, or actus elicitos." 


89, 13. Let the redemption of rights be a purchase, a trade, though a prudent and 
advantageous one. 
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more firmly. "They have been bold to say and conclude that God the Lord must of 
necessity give grace to those who thus do good works, not that he is compelled, but 


because this is the order, which God neither overrules nor changes. Affirmaverunt 


Deum necessario gratiam dare sic operanti, necessitate non coactionis, sed immutabilitatis." 
88, 11. As the works, so the reward, - let this be the only valid law of nature in the 
kingdom of the Spirit of God and of the Church. From the whole of Holy Scripture 
only commandments, laws, stared out at the Romans. Melanchthon says 57:5-8: 
"The whole Scripture, both Old and New Testament, is divided into two parts, and 
teaches these two parts, namely, law and divine promises. ... Of these two pieces 
the adversaries now take the law for themselves. For since the natural law, which 
agrees with the law of Moses or the Ten Commandments, is innate and written in 
the hearts of all men, and therefore reason can grasp and understand the Ten 
Commandments to some extent, it wants to think that it has enough of the law and 


that through the law one can obtain forgiveness of sins." And again, "Legem ita 
docent, ut evangelium de Christo obruant. Tota enim doctrina adversariorum partim est a 


ratione humana sumta, partim est doctrina legis, non evangelii." 137, 165. "By the work 
(they say) we obtain forgiveness of sin. This is no other thing than to deny the gospel 
and the divine promises, and to teach vain law, for they speak of vain law and our 
works; for the law requires love. Therefore they teach to trust that we may obtain 
forgiveness of sins through such repentance and our lovingkindness. What is this 
but trusting in our works, not in the promise of Christ? If the law be sufficient to 
obtain remission of sins, what need is there of Christ, or of the gospel? But we turn 
away consciences from the law, from their works to the gospel and the promise of 
grace. For the gospel putteth Christ and grace alone, and maketh us to trust in the 
promise, that we are reconciled to the Father for Christ's sake, and not for our 
repentance or love: for there is no other mediator or reconciler but Christ. So we 
cannot fulfill the law unless we are first reconciled through Christ, and though we do 
some good, we must consider it that we obtain forgiveness of sin, not for works, but 
for Christ's sake." Thus the Roman church strikes the gospel out of the Bible to make 


room for its works doctrine. Et ex Christo non propitiatorem et justificatorem, sed tantum 
legislatorem fecerunt." 151, 272. 
Roman doctrine, therefore, points to the law every one who asks, "What must 


| do to be justified before God, to obtain forgiveness of sins, and to inherit eternal 
life?" and says, "By thy own 
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You can earn forgiveness of sins and eternal blessedness through your works. By 
fulfilling the common requirements of the ten commandments, man acquires 
righteousness and blessedness, and by assuming special duties not commanded 
by God, he atones for and does enough for the sins he has committed. "For, as it is 
said in 193:45, of the law they say, God hath considered our infirmities, and hath set 
for man a goal and measure of the works which he is bound to do, that is, the works 
of the ten commandments, etc., that from the rest, from the operibus supererogationis, 
that is, from the works which he is not bound to do, he may make amends for his 
sin. Then they invent a dream of their own, as if a man were able or capable of 
fulfilling God's law, so as to do more and more than the law requires; when all the 
Scriptures bear witness, and all the prophets also bear witness, that God's law 
requires much more than we are always able to do." Not Christ's blood and 
righteousness, but his own virtutes, fides, spes, caritas, etc. (as Cochlaeus says), make 
a man righteous according to Roman doctrine. He is righteous who has in himself 
the virtues which the law requires of him, and he has forgiveness of sin who has 
done the special, corresponding works and satisfaction. This is the true doctrine of 
Pabstism, "that by our works we merit forgiveness of sin; item, that good works be 
a propitiation, whereby God becomes gracious to us; item, that by good works we 
may overcome the great power of the devil, death, and sin; item, that our good works 
in themselves be so pleasing and great to God, that we may not need Christ's 
mediator. 129, 123. 

Thus, according to Roman doctrine, it is the works and virtues of the law that 
make a man righteous. If, however, one virtue is to be called special above others, 
it is not faith, which the Romans also regard merely as a virtue, but love, for only 
love is the sum and fulfillment of the law, the epitome of all other virtues, the greatest, 
the fundamental virtue, from which all other virtues flow. Thus the Scholastics taught, 
"that we are righteous to God by love and our works. 141, 195. This 93, 36 
Melanchthon calls the foolish talk of the adversaries, that we "obtain forgiveness of 


sins through love, or actum elicitum dilectionis." "The adversaries - he says in another 
place - teach that man becomes pious and righteous for God by love and works." 
129, 124. And again, "The adversaries say that sin is thus forgiven, quia attritus vel 
contritus elicit actum dilectionis, when we resolve by reason to love God, by works 


(they say) we obtain forgiveness of sin." Further, 113:24, 25: "From these fruits and 
works of faith. 
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the adversaries believe only one thing, namely, love, and teach that love makes one 
righteous for God; thus they are nothing else than preachers of works and teachers 
of the law. They do not first teach that we obtain forgiveness of sin through faith. 
They teach nothing of Christ the Mediator, that through him we may obtain a gracious 
God; but speak of our love and our works, and yet say not what kind of love it is, 
neither can they say." "Justi sumus - so said the Scholastics 138, 168 - per quendam 
habitum a Deo infusum, qui est dilectio, et hoc habitu adjuti intus et foris facimus legem Dei, 
et illa impletio legis est digna gratia et vita aeterna. Haec doctrina plane est doctrina legis. 
Verum est enim, quod lex inquit: Diliges Dominum Deum tuum etc. (Deut. 6, 5.) Diliges 
proximum tuum. (Levit. 19, 18.) Dilectio igitur est impletio legis." 138, 168. 

From this it is clear why the Romans could say: We are justified by faith and 
works, or by faith and love, or by fides formata, but obstinately combated and 
condemned sola fide. Faith alone, even considered as a work (as the Romans always 
did), did not justify, because it was only one, and in addition only one of the lesser of 
the many works and virtues which God required of man in the law. Without faith, of 
course, man is not justified, but mere faith, sola fides, is not enough for justification. 
The other works and virtues of the law, especially love, must be added. If one wanted 
to name one virtue in particular, this would be love, which Scripture describes as the 
fulfillment of the law. Of faith it might be said that it justifies, but the same is true of 
humility, patience, and other virtues. The sola in fide must absolutely be deleted, for 
that is the purest arbitrariness, to single out one work of the law, to cut off and exclude 
all the others, and then to say of the one exclusively: that justifies. When it is said 
that faith justifies, it is spoken synecdochically: it is called a virtue for many. The 
Romans, therefore, obstinately maintained this position, "that it is not faith alone that 
justifies us for God, but also love. 124, 97. And in almost every passage of Scripture 
where works are spoken of, they cried out to the Lutherans, "See ye now, that we 
are justified for God not by faith alone, but by works." 129, 123. In the Confutation 
formula it is said of justification by faith alone, "Ex diametro pugnat cum evangelica 
veritate." (Lammer, Vortrid. Theol., p. 178.) And Cochlaeus writes: "Nusquam docuit 
solam fidem Christus, nusquam apostoli, nusquam apostolorum discipuli; novi vero 


evangelistae isti nihil frequentius docent, nihil contentiosius asserunt quam solam fidem." (L. 
c. 141.) Eck also gave during the 
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The fourth article, in which he says that we cannot be saved by our own efforts, 
agrees with the churches. But in this he disagrees, that he assigns righteousness to 
faith and excludes our merit altogether. The middle way to unity would be that they 
should ascribe righteousness to faith, which is active through love. But let them omit 
this word; for the simple are deceived into thinking that faith alone, without the grace 
of God (gratia infusa is meant) and good works, justifies." (L. c. 178.) 

Thus the Romans know of no grace, no forgiveness of sins, no righteousness 
and happiness, which man does not earn for himself, of which he does not make 
himself worthy and valuable. These are the Roman axioms: "God must forgive sin if 
we do good works, even apart from grace. That we deserve grace through attrition 
or repentance. That to blot out our sin is enough, if | hate and reproach sin in itself. 
That by our repentance, not for the sake of faith in Christ, we obtain forgiveness of 
sin." 170, 17-20. "Instead of Christ's mediator - says Melanchthon - they put our 
work, our fulfilling the law; this is in no way to suffer." 141, 195. Admittedly, the 
Romans admitted that the meritum which man rendered to God was not from the 
beginning a fully valid, full-fledged equivalent for the grace, forgiveness, and 
blessedness received. Rather, man's meritum is at first merely a meritum congrui, but 
when man has first acquired grace, it becomes, the longer he does quod in se est, the 
more a full, entire merit, meritum condigni. This full and complete merit occurs when 
aman has received the habitus dilectionis. For the first honest effort on the part of the 


natural man, he receives prima gratia. If this gift of grace is faithfully used, God 
rewards man's zeal with an ever-increasing gift, and finally man actually obtains 
forgiveness of sins through his own work and earns blessedness de condigno, out of 
full, entire merit, "through his own work or actus elicitos. 89, 13. "Post habitum illum 
dilectionis Angunt, hominem de condigno mereri." 1) 


1) In German the paraphrase of these words is thus, "For they invent and dream that if the 
habitus of God's love (said of it above) is there, then man duly or de congruo deserves the grace 
of God," etc. Justus Jonas has here evidently confused the terms de congruo and de condigno 
with each other, and thus destroyed the sense of § 19 in German. - Thomas Aquinas speaks of 
the meritum de congruo et condigno in a somewhat different sense. For in so far as a work 
proceeds from the divine forces of grace, it is 
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90, 19. "Ratiocinantur - writes Melanchthon - quod haec opera mereantur gratiam, alias 
de congruo, alias de condigno, quum videlicet accedit dilectio, id est, quod justificent et, quia 
sint justitia, digna sint vita aeterna." 149, 255. But with this Roman distinction from the 
meritum de congruo and de condigno it is a swindle. For whether de congruo or de 
condigno, - merit remains merit. According to the Roman doctrine, man must in any 
case "merit his grace to our Lord God, whether it be for full or half, due or by entire 
merit." 90, 19. This, notwithstanding all distinctions, is also at bottom the opinion of 
Romans. "Hyprocritae securi - says Melanchthon - 141-" 200 - sentiunt simpliciter opera 
sua esse digna, ut propterea justi reputentur." And that they "invent a difference between 
the merito congrui and merito condigni, between due, decent merit and right whole 
merit, is nothing but a playing and quarreling with words alone. For if God of 
necessity must give grace to merit, it is not merit, but a right duty and whole merit. 
90:19: For they themselves "may impudently say and conclude, that God the Lord 
must of necessity give grace to them that do good works, not that he is compelled, 
but because this is the order, which God neither overrules nor alters. Affirmaverunt 
Deum neccessario gratiam dare sic operanti, necessitate non coactionis sed immutabilitatis". 
88, 11. 

The Romans, therefore, openly taught that man becomes righteous by his own 
works, and they attributed the power to do these works to the natural man. Even the 
prima gratia, the first gift of grace, was not bestowed without corresponding good 
conduct on the part of man. Thomas of Aqtiino says: "Ad gratiam, ut quoddam habituale 
donum animae est, aliqua ex parte hominis praeparatio necessaria est." (Plitt, Augustana II, 
24.) If man does what is within his ability, God takes cheap account of it, and meets 
it with his grace. Even when a man is in mortal sin, he can atone for his sins by 
works. And with each passing year the pagan doctrine became more firmly 
established among the scholastics. 


it meritum condigni, but insofar as it proceeds from the will of man, it is only meritum congrui. He 
writes: "Opus nostrum habet rationem meriti ex duobus: primo quidem ex vi motionis divinae; et sic 
meretur aliquis ex condigno; alio modo rationem habet meriti, secundum quod procedit ex libero 
arbitrio, in quantum voluntarie aliquid facimus, et ex hac parte est meritum congrui, quia congruum 
est ut, dum homo bene utitur sua virtute, Deus secundum superexcellentem virtutem excellentius 


operetur." In the later Middle Ages, however, the merit of equity or propriety was already 
generally ascribed to that which man did by his own natural powers in order to prepare himself 
for grace. 
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that man, in spite of original sin, could still love and obey God above all things out of 
his natural ability. Yes, this was the doctrine of the adversaries, "that men deserve 
forgiveness of sin, if they do as much as is in them, that is, if reason makes it sorry 
for sin, and devises a will to love God." 88, 9. "Idle and inexperienced men," says 
the Apology, "may well invent for themselves a dream of love; therefore they also 
speak so childishly that one who is guilty of a mortal sin may yet love God above all 
things, for they do not yet know rightly what a burden sin is." 93:38. And in another 
place it is said, "And yet of this they may say, that these works do enough for eternal 
death, though they be done in mortal sins." Further, "Nec auctoritas horum 
(theologorum scholasticorum) videri debet tanta, ut nusquam dissentire a disputationibus 
eorum liceat, quum multi manifesti errores apud eos reperiantur, ut quod possimus ex puris 
naturalibus Deum super omnia diligere. Hoc dogma peperit. alios errores multos, quum sit 
manifeste falsum, " 151, 270. ,,Hominis, quod in se est, facientis praeparationem ad gratiam, 
infusio gratiae necessario sive infallibiliter requiritur. Facientibus, quod in se est, Deus 


nunquam deficit in necessariis ad salutem." So taught, with Gabriel Viel, the scholastics. 
(See Plitt, Augustana II, 26.) They ascribed to man in his natural state the faculty of 
being able to merit grace and forgiveness of sins by his works. "And yet," says 
193:44, "they may say that these works do enough for eternal death, even if they are 
done in mortal sin. It must certainly grieve a pious heart to hear the very clumsy 
speech of the adversaries. For whoever runs and considers it, must be heartily 
pained by such public doctrines of the devil, which the wicked Satan has spread into 
the world to suppress the true doctrine of the gospel, so that no one or few may be 
taught what law or gospel is, what repentance or faith is, or what the good deeds of 
Christ are." And again 194, 48: "For they - the scholastics - say and teach that such 
works ex opere operato, that is, do enough for sin by the work done, and teach that 
such satisfaction is valid even though one lies in mortal sin. How then are some 
certain fasts invented, not to tame the flesh, but thereby to honor God, and, as 
Scotus says, to get rid of eternal death. Item, how then are some prayers, some 
certain alms, which are to be a service of God, which ex opere operato atone for God 
and deliver from eternal damnation." Our confession therefore justly raises the 
accusation of Pelagianism against the Roman doctrine. On page 218, 68, it says: 
"They also make a great clamor that free will should not be exalted too high, as the 
Pelagians do, so that one should not take too much from it. 
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with the Manichees. All well said. But what is the difference between the Pelagians 
and our adversaries, since they both teach that men without the Holy Spirit can love 
God, keep God's commandment quoad substantiam actuum, that is, they can do works 
by natural reason, without the Holy Spirit, thereby earning the grace of God?" The 
distinction between the meritum congrui and condigni, too, was only invented by the 
scholastics, "that they might not be publicly noted as Pelagians." The difference 
between the state of grace and the natural state is thus completely blurred by the 
scholastics. What man is by nature, and what he has become through Christ, are to 
them essentially identical. "For they say no less (though they speak of Christ's merit), 
that the works of our reason and will, before that habitus is there, and after that habitus 


is there, are ejusdem speciei, that is, for and after, one and the same thing. For they 
say, that our reason and human will are in themselves able to love God, who alone 
brings a disposition, that reason, which it is well able to do before, may the more 
readily and easily do it. Wherefore they also teach that the same must be merited by 
our previous works, and that by the works of the law we merit the increase of such 
good inclination, and eternal life. So men hide Christ from us, and bury him anew, 
that we cannot know him to be a mediator. For they even hold their peace, that we 
by grace only, without merit, obtain forgiveness of sins through him; but bring up 
their dreams, as if by good works and the work of the law we could merit forgiveness 
of sins; as high as all Scripture saith, that we are not able to fulfill or keep the law." 
90, 18. 

The more the Romans praised their own works, the more completely Christ 
and his works were displaced. The papacy had become a Christianity without Christ. 
"Excludit Christum." 138, 169. This is the terrible judgment which our Confession 
passes upon the Roman doctrine of justification. The scholastics conduct a doctrine 
of justification not "propter Christum," but "propter opus proprium." 141, 198. ,,Fingit 
homines propria impletione legis accedere ad Deum sine propitiatore Christo; 
fingit postea ipsam impletionem legis sine propitiatore Christo justitiam esse 
dignam gratia et vita aeterna 138, 169. ,,Hoc enim reprehendimus in 
adversariorum doctrina, quod . . . abolent justitiam fidei et excludunt mediatorem 
Christum." 149, 254. If, then, the scholastics were asked, If we ourselves merit 
pardon, righteousness, and blessedness, what is Christ to do with his merit? they 
answered, Christ did not first give to men the work of meriting blessedness, though 
he did not first give it to them. 
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but easier and more comfortable. "The adversaries," says 89:17, "lest they should 
be silent of the name of Christ, as ungodly, rude heathen, say something also of 


Christ, namely, that he has earned for us a habitum, or, as they call it, primam gratiam, 
the first grace, which they esteem an inclination, by which nevertheless we can love 
God more easily than otherwise." But even the attainment of this habitus, according 
to Papist doctrine, depends on man's work and merit. "When they speak of love, or 
when they speak of their habitu dilectionis, they well bring their dreams for that the 


same habitum men earn by their works, but speak nothing at all of God's promise or 
word, as also at this time the Anabaptists teach." 99, 68. Really nothing is given to 
man according to Roman doctrine. He must first make himself worthy and valuable 
of every gift of grace. Man himself, not God, not Christ, makes him righteous. Christ 
only makes it possible for man to perform the necessary works more comfortably, 
easily, pleasurably, and completely. The Roman doctrine of justification thus robs 
Christ of all glory and gives it to man. This is confirmed even by Cochlzeus himself 


in his protest against this reproach, when he writes: "Nos certe Christo nihil detrahimus, 
sed credimus firmissime, per eum 


donari nobis remissionem peccatorum, et per nullum alium, sed ita, si nos fecerimus, 
quae illo digna sunt et quae jussit. Non enim per peccata, sed per opera poenitentiae 
promerebimur Christum, ut pro nobis apud patrem interpellet..." (Lambs, Vortrid. 


Theol. 142.) 

This abominable doctrine of works of the scholastics had flooded all 
Christendom in the Middle Ages and had permeated the teaching and life of the 
people. In the sermons, the consolation of the gospel was not given, "but the poor 
consciences were driven to their own works, and many a work was done. For some 
consciences have chased into the monasteries, hoping there to acquire grace 
through monastic life; some have devised other works to earn grace and to do 
enough for sin. 45:19, 20: And as each one sought to earn forgiveness of sins and 
blessedness by his own merits, one fell to this work, another to that, and thus a whole 
army of self-chosen works arose. Of this it is said in 88:11: "And this opinion and 
erroneous doctrine, because men are naturally inclined to think that their merit and 
work are esteemed and deserving of God, has caused and brought about 
innumerable abuses of worship in the church, such as the monastic vows and 
abuses of the masses, which are innumerable, one worship after another being 
invented out of this error. How then are some certain fasts invented, not to tame the 
flesh, but to honor God with it, and, as Scotus says, to get rid of eternal death. Item, 
how then are some 
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Prayer, some certain alms, which are to be a divine service, which ex opere operato 
atones for God and redeems from eternal damnation. Above these are works that 
have even less divine command or commandment, such as rosaries and 
pilgrimages, which are of many kinds. For some go to St. James in full armor, some 
with bare feet, and the like. This is what Christ calls vain and useless worship. 
Therefore they are of no use to reconcile God, as the adversaries say, and the same 
work, as pilgrimages, they nevertheless praise, and consider it a great and delicious 
work, and call it opera supererogationis, and that which is more shameful, which is still 
more blasphemous, they give them the honor that is due to Christ's death and blood 
alone, that they should be the pretium, that is, the treasure, so that we may be 
redeemed from eternal death. Fie on the wretched devil, who may so revile and 
blaspheme Christ's holy and holy death. So the same pilgrimages are drawn away 
from the right works, which are expressed in the Ten Commandments, and thus 
God's law is obscured in two ways, first, that they think they have done enough for 
the law, when they have done the outward works, and secondly, that they esteem 
the wretched statutes of men higher than the works which God has commanded. 
194:48 This continual seeking after and trying of other works was a very natural 
consequence of the Roman doctrine of justification. The conscience was not 
satisfied with any work. The question recurred again and again: Is it now done and 
atoned for enough? "Adversarii pessime consulunt piis concientiis, quum docent per opera 
mereri remissionem peccatorum, quia conscientia colligens per opera remissionem non 
potest statuere, quod opus satisfaciat Deo. Ideo semper angitur et subinde alia opera, alios 


cultus excogitat, donec prorsus desperat." 137, 164. "And since no work satisfies the 
conscience, the hypocrites are in the habit of inventing one work over another, one 
sacrifice over another, and all without God's word and command, with an evil 
conscience, as we have seen in the papacy." 122, 87. How completely the doctrine 
of works had become naturalized and established among the people and in the 
schools, of this Melanchthon writes 89, 16: "And from the annual error, because such 
things were publicly taught in schools and practiced in the sermons, it has 
unfortunately come to pass that even great theologians at Louvain, Paris, etc., have 
known of no other Christian piety or righteousness (although all letters and syllables 
in Paul teach otherwise) than of the piety which philosophy teaches. And if it should 
be strange to us, and we should laugh at them, they laugh at us, and even mock 
Paul himself. Thus even the shameful and abominable error has come to pass. | 
myself have heard a great preacher who did not think of Christ and the gospel, and 
preached Aristotelis Ethicorum; is this not childish, foolish preaching among 
Christians? 
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digt?" Plitt confirms this when he writes in his introduction to the Augustana Il, 27. 
28: "Since the theologians already went so far in scientific discussions, it can be of 
no surprise to anyone that in life they were much worse at works righteousness, and 
that clergymen and monks, in their intercourse with the Christian people, exalted 
human merits in a much more objectionable manner. As is well known, the sermon 
did not mean much at the end of the Middle Ages; but even what we have preserved 
of what we heard then shows nothing of evangelical character. There we find dull 


and dry explanations of words, as in the often printed Postiillae majores, or turgid and 


bottomless allegorical interpretations, as in the wretched collection Dormi secure, or 
a disorderly jumble of scholastic learning and pomp with extracts from heathen 
writers, as in the Hortulus regianae; but nowhere does one encounter a word of grace- 
grasping faith, so that Melanchthon was perfectly right when he said in the Apology: 
‘Nu teach nor write the Scholastici not one word, not one title of faith, which is terrible 
to hear!' For that the Scholastics and their successors associated with the faith, 
which they often enough praised, an unscriptural concept, is evident from every 
passage where they speak of it. On the other hand, all such books of sermons 
abound in the extolling of good works and the various virtues that earn merit with 
God; the whole divine service was ordered in the sense of this self-righteousness 
and legalism, and both were especially cultivated by the ecclesiastical system of 
confession. This degeneracy of Christianity was most disgustingly manifested in the 
preaching of indulgences and the shameless activity of those engaged in it; but even 
the best and most earnest remained stuck in the opinion that they could acquire 
righteousness and blessedness for themselves by a holy life, and in the endeavor 
to do so." 

In the Apology, Melanchthon gives three main reasons for how the papacy 
arrived at this doctrine that man deserves salvation through his own works: The lack 
of right knowledge of the law, the inclination of the natural heart to self- 
righteousness, and the complete lack of spiritual experience. - An outwardly 
honorable life and outwardly good works had been taken for the fulfillment of the 
law. "When they, the scholastics, want to say how one becomes pious for God, they 
teach only a righteousness and piety in which a man outwardly leads an honorable 
life for the world and does good works, and invent this dream to the effect that human 
reason, without the Holy Spirit, is able to love God above all things." 88, 9. 
"Forasmuch as the natural law, which agrees with the law of Most or the Ten 
Commandments, is innate or written in all men's hearts, and therefore reason can 
in some measure comprehend and understand the Ten Commandments. 
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she will think she has enough of the law, and through the law one can obtain 
forgiveness of sins. The Ten Commandments, however, require not only an 
outwardly honorable life or good works, which reason is capable of doing to a certain 
extent, but they require something much higher, which is beyond all human powers, 
beyond all the capabilities of reason, namely, the law wants us to fear and love God 
with all earnestness from the bottom of our hearts, to call upon him alone in all our 
needs, and to rely on nothing else for comfort. The law requires that we neither 
waver nor falter, but conclude in our hearts that God is with us, that he hears our 
prayers, and that our sighs and petitions are yes. Item, that we should still expect 
life and all comfort from God in the midst of death, that in all temptations we should 
completely surrender to his will, that in death and affliction we should not flee from 
him, but be obedient to him, gladly bearing and suffering all things as we are able." 
88, 8. "But they want to think that the law of God and God is satisfied with outward 
works, and do not see how the law demands that we love God with all our heart, 
etc., and be rid of all evil lusts. Therefore there is no man on earth who does as 
much as the law requires. For this reason it is quite foolish and childish for those 
with understanding to imagine that we can do anything more than the divine law 
requires. For though we can do those poor, outward works which not God but men 
have commanded, which Paul calls mendicant statutes, yet this is a foolish, vain 
confidence, that | would trust that | have thereby fulfilled God's law, yea, have done 
more than God requires." 193:46 "Although reason is able to lead an honorable life 
and to do the outward works of the law without Christ, without the Holy Spirit of 
innate light, it is nevertheless certain, as stated above, that no one can do the 
highest parts of the divine law, as turning the whole heart to God and esteeming him 
great with the whole heart, which is demanded in the first table and in the first highest 
commandment, without the Holy Spirit. But our adversaries are good raw, lazy, 
inexperienced theologians. They only look at the other table Mosi and the works of 
the same. But the first table, where the highest theology is, where all things are 
concerned, they do not regard at all; even that same highest, holiest, greatest, 
noblest commandment, which surpasses all human and angelic understanding, 
which concerns the highest service of God, the Godhead itself, and the glory of the 
eternal majesty, where God gives that we should cordially hold, fear, and love him 
for a Lord and God, they hold so low, so small, as if it did not belong to theology." 
110:10. "So the adversaries teach nothing but an outward piety of outward good 
works, which Paul calls the piety of the law, and so, like the Jews, see the hidden 
face of Moses." 90,21. 
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That the erroneous opinion of the righteousness of works found its way in so 
quickly and spread so widely has, according to Melanchthon, its second reason in 
the inclination of the natural heart to self-righteousness, "because people are 
naturally inclined to want their merit and work to be respected and deserved by God. 
88, 11. "For it is natural to us, without this, that we should like to think much of 
ourselves and our works. 90, 20. "The error of works clings hard to the world, semper 
in mundo haesit impia opinio de operibus." 122, 85. ,,De omnibus operibus judicat mundus, 
quod sint propitiatio, qua placatur Deus, quod sint pretia, propter quae reputamur justi.” 
Ratio non videns immunditiem cordis sentit se ita placare Deum, si bene operetur, et 
propterea subinde alia opera, alii cultus ab hominibus in magnis periculis excogitati sunt 
adversus terrores conscientiae.... Homines naturaliter ita judicant, Deum per opera 
placandum esse. Nec videt ratio aliam justitiam quam justitiam legis civiliter intellectae. Ideo 
semper extiterunt in mundo, qui hanc carnalem justitiam solam docuerunt, oppressa justitia 
fidei, et tales doctores semper existent etiam. Idem accidit in populo Israel. Maxima populi 
pars sentiebat se per sua opera mereri remissionem peccatorum, cumulabant sacrificia et 
cultus. Econtra prophetae, damnata illa opinione, docebant justitiam fidei. Et res gestae in 
populo Israel sunt exempla eorum, quae in ecclesia futura fuerunt. Itaque non perturbet pias 


mentes multitudo adversariorum, qui nostram doctrinam improbant." 151, 272-277. "So 
reason always sets good works too high and in an unjust place." 123, 90. 

As the third support of the Roman works doctrine, Melanchthon refers to the 
utter lack of spiritual experience in the lazy, idle Roman head theologians. "Alas - so 
he exclaims of the imaginary works-righteousness of the Romans - alas dear Lord 
God! These are vain cold thoughts and dreams of idle, hopeless, inexperienced 
people, who do not bring the Bible much into practice, who neither know nor 
experience at all how a sinner's heart is, what the temptations of death or the devil 
are, who do not know at all how purely we forget all merit, all works, when the heart 
feels God's wrath, or the conscience is in anguish. The safe, inexperienced people 
are always under the delusion that they deserve grace by their works de congruo. For 
it is natural to us that we should like to think much of ourselves and our works. But 
when a conscience really feels its sin and sorrow, all jesting and playful thoughts are 
over, and there is a great and right earnestness; there neither heart nor conscience 
can be quieted nor satisfied, seeking all kinds of works and works, and gladly 
wanting certainty, gladly wanting to feel grounded, and certainly wanting to rest on 
something. But these same frightened consciences well feel that they are not to be 
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condigno, nor de congruo can earn anything, soon sink into despair and despair if 
another word is not preached to them than the doctrine of the law, namely the gospel 
of Christ that he was given for us. Therefore one knows several histories that the 
monks of the Barefoot, when they had long pledged their order and good works in 
vain to some good consciences at the hour of death, that they finally had to keep 
silent about their order and St. Francis and say this word: "Dear man, Christ died for 
you! This alone has refreshed and comforted in anguish and given peace and 
comfort." 90:20, 169:10. 88:9: "For it is true that when a man's heart is idle and not 
in temptation, and because it does not feel God's wrath and judgment, it may invent 
such a dream to him as if it loved God above all things and did much good, much 
work for God's sake, but it is vain hypocrisy." "Facile - it is said 93, 37 - est otiosis 
fingere ista somnia de dilectione, quod reus peccati mortalis possit Deum diligere super 
omnia, quia non sentiunt, quid sit ira aut judicium Dei. At in agone conscientiae et in acie 


experitur conscientia vanitatem illarum speculationum philosophicarum. Idle and 
inexperienced men may invent for themselves a dream of love; therefore they speak 
so childishly that one who is guilty of a mortal sin may yet love God above all things; 
for they do not yet know well what a burden sin is, what a great torment it is to feel 
God's wrath. But pious hearts, which have experienced it in the right fight with Satan 
and right anxieties of conscience, know well that such words and thoughts are vain 
dreams." This was the misery of the scholastics, that, though magni et ingeniosi 


homines, yet they were but good, suaves, raw, lazy, inexperienced, carnal people, who 
had not experienced of temptations and fears of death, and talked of sin and grace 
as the blind do of colour. 110,9. 143. 171,34. "The hypocrites," says the Apology, 
"suppose that the law may be fulfilled by outward works, and as if the sacrifices, 
item, all kinds of worship, ex opere operato, make one righteous to God. But when 
the covering is taken off the heart, that is, the error and delusion are taken away, 
when God shows us our sorrow in the heart, and makes us feel God's wrath and our 
sin. Only then do we realize how far we are from the law. Only then do we realize 
how sure and blinded all men are, how they do not fear God, how they do not believe 
that God created heaven, earth, and all creatures, how he preserves our breath and 
life and the whole creature at all times, and how he protects them against Satan. 
Only then do we learn that vain unbelief, certainty, and contempt of God are so 
deeply hidden in us." For, as it is said in 117:48, "there is never such a bad thing 
about sin and Adam's fall as reason thinks or imagines, and is above all human 
understanding. 
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and thoughts, what terrible wrath of God is bequeathed upon us through 
disobedience. And there is even an abominable corruption of the whole human 
nature, which no work of man, but God himself alone, can restore." And just because 
the adversaries have no understanding of the abomination of sin, they also "speak 
almost coldly and sleepily of the forgiveness of sin against God, and do not see that 
forgiveness of such guilt and redemption from God's wrath and eternal death is such 
a great thing, which is obtained only through the one Mediator Christ and through 
faith in Him. 195, 50. F. B. 


Ritschl's Theology. 


Ritschl's theology has attracted the attention of the entire theological world for 
a number of years, and in German ecclesiastical circles there is probably no subject 
that has moved minds more deeply. One can hardly pick up a theological journal or 
a church paper without coming across the name of Ritschl. Very frequently Ritschl's 
theology has been the subject of negotiation at German pastoral conferences. The 
Ritschlian school itself, of course, has repeatedly pointed out that its theology is not 
a suitable subject for discussion at pastoral conferences, that Ritschl is really only 
comprehensible to Ritschlians, and that theologians who are not yet enlightened by 
his spirit can at most receive true knowledge through the mediation of his students. 
And when, in 1887, at the Hanoverian Synod, a member of the Synod called the 
attention of the Synod to the fundamental doctrinal deviations which Ritschl, 
Professor of Theology at the State University of Géttingen, was guilty of, he read out 
passages from Ritschl's textbook "Instruction in the Christian Religion" as proof of 
his assertion, and called upon the Synod to "oppose the fundamental deviations of 
Ritschl and his students, Ritschl rejected that member's judgment and demand as a 
"bottomless presumption," and indeed as a "bottomless presumption" because a 
"layman," "a personality not professionally engaged in science, considers himself 
authorized to comment on the many years of intellectual work of a scholar. (Cf. L. u. 
W. XXXIV, 1.) Nevertheless, the Ritschian School has had to put up with the fact that 
information about the essence of this theology has also been given by "profane 
spirits". There will be few among the now renowned theologians of Germany who 
have not spoken about it in greater or shorter detail. Men of the most diverse 
directions have taken the floor, such as Frank, Lipsius, Pfleiderer, and others. 
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This journal, too, has often mentioned this most modern theology. It has 
condemned it as a theology to which the name theology is only misused, which has 
no claim to the name "Christian theology," indeed, which comes from the abyss of 
hell. Cf. e. g. That such a judgment is justified and well-founded, may be shown by 
the following lines, in which we shall deal in some detail with this theology, let its 
founder have his say, and briefly illuminate his' soul-destroying heresies. Of course, 
we differ from the modern Lutheran theologians in our evaluation of Ritschl's 
theology. Here, too, we see their apostasy from Luther's teachings and ways, their 
unionism, their inability to distinguish between black and white. Theologians who are 
unseen as pillars of the Lutheran Church are not afraid to pronounce that Ritschl's 
theology is also of blessing to the Church, a theology which, as we shall see, radically 
removes all the fundamental truths of Christianity, the doctrine of the Trinity, of the 
eternal deity of Christ, of the atonement through Christ's blood and death, of 
justification, i.e., the article from which "nothing can be yielded or yielded, it fall 
heaven and earth or rvas will not remain." (Sym. Bb, Muller 300.) Instead of 
denouncing Ritschl as a false teacher, who has wrought unspeakable mischief in the 
church, who has deprived hundreds of young theologians, who entered the university 
as Christians, of their Christian faith, and who has become the cause of false 
prophets standing in the pulpits in many places, especially in the Hanoverian 
Landeskirche, he is called "after all a mighty theologian" (so Prof. Dr. v. Oettingen in 
Dorpat, in the current volume of the "Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift" p. 249). One speaks 
of the "scientific importance of that theologian from whom we younger ones have 
more or less all learned and are learning, even in the face of honest dogmatic 
contradiction. That opposition does not prevent us from commemorating with high 
esteem the man who may be placed at the side of the great theological leaders of 
the century, such as Schleiermacher and Hofmann, as the head of a school of his 
own." (Prof. Dr. Seeberg at Erlangen, cf. Theologisches Litteraturblatt XIII, 173.) One 
of the champions against Ritschl's theology was the late Frank at Erlangen. 
Nevertheless, in one of his last writings, "Vaclsweoum flir angehende Theologen," 
he says, in reference to this theology, to those who should be warned against it: "No 
historical phenomenon in the area of the church and theology is in vain and should 
be in vain; for its emergence and its shaping is in God's hand, who intends the 
perfection of His church with it, even if it includes human error and mistake. As it was 
later avenged that the period of the 
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If the Lutheran Church has not taken better advantage of Rationalism and 
appropriated its elements of truth, it would again take its revenge if one were simply 
to go about business as usual regarding Ritschlianism as an enemy of Lutheran truth 
and ecclesiastical theology". (P. 302.) Yes, the Luthard "Allgemeine Evangelisch- 
Lutherische Kirchenzeitung," the organ of the positive Lutherans of Germany, closed 
an advertisement of the death, on the 20th inst. Ritschl's death on March 20, 1889, 
with the following words: "In spite of all the arbitrariness of his theological procedure 
and in part hurtful treatment of his opponents, Ritschl was a strongly marked 
personality, full of character, which was just through this suited to have an effect on 
the youth and in the context of God's ways will be called to render its service for the 
Kingdom of God and to contribute its part to the whole. This is the opinion of the 
modern Lutherans in Germany. We, on the other hand, can only consider Ritschl a 
prophet of Satan, one of those antichrists who deny the Father and the Son and 
against whom St. John so earnestly warns the Christians of the last days, a false 
teacher who is all the more dangerous because he knows how to give himself a 
beautiful appearance 1) and often uses the biblical and ecclesiastical doctrinal 
expressions, but in shameful false coining connects a completely different meaning 
with them. 

We will often illuminate Ritschl's sayings with passages from Luther's writings. 
We will then see quite clearly what a diametrical contrast there is between Luther's 
theology and Ritschl's theology. Nevertheless, this school claims, with unheard-of 
presumption, that they are the consistent successors of Luther, that they alone have 
really understood Luther correctly. Ritschl himself, in his speech on the fourth 
anniversary of the birth of Martin Luther, 1883, p. 14. 15, declares himself to be the 
true representative of genuine Lutheranism, thinks that he has most correctly 
grasped the spirit of Luther and represented it in his theology, and says, p. 5, ina 
modest way, that he who has to interpret Luther's achievement really historically and 
according to his intention, "must himself, in a certain sense, act in a reformatory way 
against misunderstandings which shadow the facts and make them unclear. We 
shall see what is true about these assertions. Viewed in the light of day, Ritschl's 
"reformatory appearance" is limited to his rejecting the old rationalist view of the 
Enlightenment theologians of "fatherly goodness as the natural goodness". 


1) This also includes his statement, which v. Oettingen, loc. cit. remembers with a certain 
admiration. Ritschl once asked his listeners in Dogmatics at the end of the lecture to cross out 
every paragraph of his system that they were not able to use in life, that they were not able to 
apply in preaching and pastoral care. Ifa line were drawn through the whole", it would be better 
for many a German pastor. 
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(Ritschl, Justification and Reconciliation |, 417.), a view that Luther, in one of his 
sermons, calls a "horrible, terrible mind and error. (St. L. XII, 261.) Nevertheless, 
Ritschl's disciples unabashedly renew the assertion that it was their master who gave 
the decisive impulse to the right understanding of Luther's intentions 1). Herrmann, 
the Marburg dogmatist, probably Ritschl's most consistent disciple, says: "Ritschl 
continued this way of Luther." (The Evangelical Faith and the Theology of A. Ritschl, 
p. 29.) And even boldly, in the face of opposition from right and left, in view of their 
reformatory task, he and his comrades-in-arms hope for victory. "We think, 
nevertheless, that we shall succeed in bringing the thoughts which Luther, standing 
in a similar opposition (!), held to bear again in the Protestant Church." (The 
Christian's Intercourse with God, p. 195.) 

Ritschl's main work is the three-volume "Christian Doctrine of Justification and 
Reconciliation" published in the years 1870-1874. He remarks in the preface to the 
first edition: "Almost thirty years have passed since | realized in the third semester of 
my academic studies that for my theological education | needed above all an 
understanding of the Christian idea of reconciliation. At that time | tried to receive 
specific guidance for this purpose; it was not given to me in the right way; and as | 
now realize after a coherent study of modern German theology, | could not expect to 
receive successful guidance for the solution of the problem from anyone at that time. 
Other tasks were imposed on my scientific striving; 2) as | had brought them to a 
conclusion for myself, | took up the question of my youth independently. Since 1857 
| have, as far as the change of official duties and personal fortunes did not hinder, 
directly and indirectly carried out my work. 


1) Foritis a favorite method of the Ritschlians to speak of Luther's "views" and "intentions" 
and then to play off his "intentions" against his "views" or to set intention and form of pronunciation 
in opposition to each other. 

2) Ritschl was at first a follower of Baur's school. His first publications were isagogical 
("The Gospel of Marcion") and church-historical ("The Origin of the Old Catholic Church") in 
content. Already in these writings he showed himself to be a true rationalist. He first advocated 
the notorious Baurian construction of Christian prehistory, tracing the Church and Christianity 
back to purely human causes. Later, however, he broke with his former master Baur inwardly 
and outwardly. - Apart from the aforementioned main work, Ritschl set down his dogmatic views 
in several shorter writings: "Der Unterricht in der christlichen Religion", "Theologie und 


Metaphysik", "die christliche Vollkommenheit" (!), "Fides implicita. An inquiry into charcoal faith, 
knowledge and faith, faith and the church". 
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directed to the doctrines of justification and reconciliation." (I, Ill.) The first volume 
of the work now before us in the third improved edition contains the history of the 
doctrine on 656 pages, the second the biblical material of the doctrine on 381 pages, 
the third the positive development of the doctrine on 638 pages. However, Ritschl 
does not limit himself to the doctrine of justification and reconciliation, as it might 
seem from the title. Rather, in the third volume he offers an exposition of his entire 
dogmatic system, as he himself says about it: "| have not been able to avoid 
presenting an almost complete outline of dogmatics, whose backward members 
could easily be supplemented, in order to make the central doctrine of evangelical 
Christianity comprehensible as such." (Ill., Ill.) Incidentally, Ritschl was aware from 
the outset that he was going his own way, and that he would therefore not lack 
contradiction. He concluded the preface to the first edition with the words that his 
theology "finds no place in the framework of the hitherto customary party divisions"; 
but he then complained bitterly that certain opponents sought to "attach all sorts of 
heretical names" to him. "I find myself," he says, "in a position similar to that of the 
prophet Jeremiah, whose opponents said: 'Come ye hither, and let us smite him to 
death with the tongue, and take no heed to all his words." And five years later he 
states that the controversy still continues; "the efforts of the opponents have 
increased in volume even in recent times, and in part move in a crude and mean 
tone, which does not do dishonor to me, but to my opponents. 1) In addition, | 
perceive that, underhand and piecemeal, individual points of view of mine, which 
have been strongly contested, are also given space by opponents. Finally, | may 
draw the conclusion from the increasing sales of my writings that the number of 
those is increasing who are not deterred by the falsifying and suspicious manner of 
contesting my theology from learning directly from me." (Ill, Ill f.) 

The very title of Ritschl's work, with its prefix of justification before 
reconciliation, is characteristic and points to his error, which is later explained in 
detail. He expresses himself as follows 


1) Incidentally, this applies to a much greater extent to the Ritschlians themselves. One 
can hardly imagine a more immoderate, more personal polemic than is practiced by 
representatives of this school. Without further ado the moral character of the opponent is 
touched. Whoever does not agree with the views of the school is treated as a "theological 
greenhorn" who really belongs on the school bench. The late Dr. Schmidt in Breslau, a persistent 
opponent of Ritschl, who often pointed out the contradiction between Luther and Ritschl, says 
in a reply against Herrmann that he likes to take refuge behind Master Luther's back in order to 
have him at least next to him on the school bench. (Theologisches Litteraturblatt, VIII, 80.) 
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However, the order of the two terms is unusual. One expects to see them listed in 
the opposite order: reconciliation and justification, thinking of God's reconciliation 
through Christ and, accordingly, of the justification of sinners through him. This is 
especially the opinion of the theology developed by Melanchthon during the 
Reformation. In their interest, it may also be recalled that the theology of the Middle 
Ages also presents combinations that stand in the closest analogy to the 
Reformation doctrinal title. However, through the centuries of Western theology, 
there also runs a tradition of the opposite kind, which often comes to light again and 
again, torn off. The title: Justification and Reconciliation has the sense that the 
correct presentation of the matter is meant in the line which excludes the assumption 
of a change of God's mind through Christ from wrath to grace”. (I, 2.) Thus Ritschl 
at once gives the innermost core of his doctrine. According to him there is no 
reconciliation of God with men, but only a reconciliation of men with God. For in God 
there is no wrath and no punishing justice. Therefore there is no need of atonement 
or vicarious satisfaction through Christ; rather, Christ's love, as a revelation of God's 
fatherly love, banishes in man his fear of God's judicial severity. "In accordance with 
reconciliation with God," Ritschl expresses himself briefly and concisely in his 
"Instruction in the Christian Religion," "man, in his faith and trust, has appropriated 
to himself the final purpose of God, and renounced his contradiction (enmity) against 
God." (§ 46.) This, according to Ritschl, is reconciliation, which therefore becomes 
in fact a kind of man's self-redemption. But justification is superior to reconciliation, 
the divine intention of grace, "that sinners may be justified by God to enter into the 
closest communion with him and into participation in his final purpose, the kingdom 
of God, without their guilt and their sense of guilt forming an obstacle to it" (§ 45). 
This, according to Ritschl, is justification, which he also likes to call forgiveness of 
sins. Ritschl, however, wants this judgment of God in justification to refer first only 
to the congregation, so that the individual has a part in it only in so far as he knows 
himself to belong to this congregation. He says in the introduction to his great work: 
"The Christian doctrine of justification and reconciliation, which | undertake to 
present, forms the center of the theological system. These effects of JEsu Christ 
upon men presupposed to be sinners coincide with the idea of the foundation of the 
church by Christ, and in its preservation in his power. For in that sinners are justified 
and reconciled to God, they are transformed into the religious church of Christ; and 
the church as a whole has its peculiar nature in that it and 
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their members, though still tainted with sin, possess the right of access to God." (I, 
1.) In this sense Ritschl understands the biblical-church expressions of reconciliation 
and justification. What an outrageous perversion of them and of the relation of the 
two matters of salvation to each other! According to the teaching of Scripture (and 
the Confession), reconciliation, since God, who was in Christ, reconciled the world 


to himself (Sed¢ yoouov yataldoowy iavtw), the ground of justification, in that he 


justifieth him that is of faith in JEsum (Sixalouvta tov éy miotew¢ Tyoov), cf. 2 Cor. 5. 
Rom. 3. Accordingly Luther says to Col. |, 13, 14: "But because there is an 
everlasting, unchangeable sentence of condemnation passed on sin; for God cannot 
and will not be pleased with sin, and therefore his wrath remains eternal and 
irrevocable over it: so this redemption could not have taken place without a treasure 
and validity, which would have made an abatement for sin, would have taken wrath 
upon itself and paid for it, and thus would have taken away and blotted out sin. No 
creature has been able to do this, nor has there been any counsel or help for this, 
except this: that God's only Son should therefore enter into our misery, and become 
man himself, who would vent such serious eternal wrath upon himself, and offer up 
his own body and blood for it. This he did out of great immeasurable mercy and love 
toward us, and gave himself up to bear the sentence of eternal wrath and death. 
Such a payment and sacrifice is so precious and delicious with God, because it is of 
his one dear Son, who is with him in consubstantial deity and majesty, that, being 
thereby reconciled, he accepts with grace and forgives sin to all who believe in this 
his Son, etc. (XII, 981.) 

The first volume of Ritschl's work is, as already noted, entirely dogma-historical 
in content. After the author has only very briefly presented "the doctrine of 
redemption through Christ in the Greek Church", 1) he treats in eleven chapters "the 
idea of reconciliation through 


1) "The terms justification and reconciliation, in whatever order and in whatever sense they 
may be understood, are the property of the Western Church. In the Oriental or Greek Church 
they are as good as unknown. Therefore also the history of those and the next related terms can 
only begin with the Middle Ages." (I, 3.) To speak thus absolutely is not, after all, correct. For if, 
to name but one, Athanasius utters such sentences as the following, "As a sacrifice par 
excellence without blemish, he (Christ) delivered up the unfit body to death, and thus blotted out 
death from all his like by offering the substitute. As the Exalted One, he was able to offer his 
temple as a payment for all, and thus repaid by his death what mankind owed. Because the 
common debt of mankind had to be paid off, he offered his body as a sacrifice for all, instead of 
all, in order to "make all free from transgression". 
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Christ in Anselm and Abelard. The idea of the satisfaction and merit of Christ in 
Thomas Aquinas and John Duns Scotus. The idea of justification in the Middle Ages. 
The Reformation principle of justification by Christ in faith. The principles of the 
Reformation doctrine of the Atonement in contrast to that of the Middle Ages and to 
the doctrine of Justification of Osiander. The Orthodox Doctrine of Reconciliation 
and Justification of the Lutherans and Reformed, and the Contradiction of Faustus 
Socinus. The decomposition of the doctrines of reconciliation and justification. New 
limitation of the problem of reconciliation by Kant; decline of his disciples to the 
standpoint of the Enlightenment. The renewal of Abdalard's type of doctrine by 
Schleiermacher and his successors. The idea of reconciliation in the speculative 
school. The course of modern Pietism to the repristination of Lutheran orthodoxy." 
Throughout the volume there is a visible preference for rationalistic heterodox 
tendencies, such as the Abalards, the Arminians, the Kantians. And this is quite 
natural. For Abalard, the Arminians, Kant were in a sense Ritschl's predecessors. 
The former, for example, in his Commentary on Rom. 3, 22. ff. he expresses 
thoughts that are genuinely Ritschlian. 

Ritschl treats in detail the presentation of the doctrine on the part of the 
"reformers", as he constantly expresses himself, and as which he considers "Luther, 
Zwingli, Melanchthon, Calvin" (I, 144). That Luther became the reformer of the 
church by his exposition of the biblical doctrine of justification by faith, that he 
understood this article like no other since the time of the apostles and considered it 
on all sides, and that this article was the real focus and center of his whole theology, 
in which he lived and weaved, and to which he returned again and again, especially 
in his interpretations of the Epistle to the Galatians, of the Prophet Isaiah, and 
especially in his sermons, even from the seemingly most remote points: all this, as 
known to every Lutheran, is not to be further elaborated here. Ritschl, of course, 
knows how to criticize. He says: "First of all, by placing the idea of justification in the 
center of interest, and emphasizing his interpretation of it as the decisive and 
inescapable truth, Luther means by justification through faith in Christ a subjective 
religious experience of the believer standing in the church (?), and not an objective 
theological proposition of the church's doctrine of faith. . . . Only in the second place 
does the interest of the Reformers focus on the position of the thought tested in 
religious practice in the system. 


In such sentences the most definite expression for the idea of substitution, which is truly closely 
related to the concept of reconciliation. Cf. Thomasius-Bonwetsch, Dogmengeschichte I, 406. 
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This enterprise, however, never gained with Luther and Melanchthon the desirable 
clarity and independence (?) against the religious-practical use of that truth, and it 
will be asked whether and to what extent the following dogmatists have 
supplemented that which the great models had left unfinished." (1, 141 ff.) Every one 
who has read Luther knows that Ritschl here gives a false account. Compare to this 
what Luther says so beautifully in the preface to his detailed explanation of the 
Epistle to the Galatians: "In my heart this article alone prevails, namely, faith in 
Christ, from which, through which, and to which by day and by night all my 
theological thoughts flow and flow back. (IX, 8.) In another place Ritschl asserts: 
"From Luther's feeling of the unevenness of his doctrine and the need for a more 
intimate summary of the two thoughts of justification and renewal by the Holy Spirit 
(?) | now believe | may explain the fact that Luther in certain statements defined the 
concept of justification in that way which was later fundamentally fixed by Andreas 
Osiander." (I, 192 f.) A few pages later it says: "Still another ambiguity arises in 
consequence of that version of the doctrine of justification which Luther and 
Melanchthon jointly advocate. The question arises, namely, when he is objectively 
justified by God who, after the agony of conscience over sin has ended, places his 
trust in Christ." The doctrine that Christ, by his suffering and death, reconciled God 
to the sinful human race, acquired the righteousness which is valid before God, and 
actually justified the whole world of sinners, that God now imputes the righteousness 
of Christ to believers-"is not the doctrine of the Reformers." (|, 197 f.) The struggle 
of Christ with the devil, asserted very seriously by Luther on the basis of the 
Scriptures Joh. 12, 31. 14, 30. 16, 11. is declared to be fantastic. The following 
longer statement by Ritschl is full of errors: "Luther, from the standpoint that God is 
revealed only in Christ, has made a number of statements that open up the prospect 
and expectation of a change in doctrine, which, unfortunately, Luther himself has not 
yet wrested from the presuppositions of natural theology, which he also follows. For 
if the right knowledge of God is gained only through his revelation in Christ and in 
faith as trust, then it is thereby established that God is love and wants the sinner 
well. This, however, necessarily limits the principle that God is angry with sinners in 
general and brings about their punishment. The wrath of God against sinners can 
no longer claim coordination with the goodness of God, which would be turned 
toward the worthy. Of course, he who sets himself at variance with God is under his 
wrath. But the right knowledge that can be gained from trusting in God consists in 
the experience that God is the one who is good. 
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God loves the sinner and has never been angry with him in the sense that he wanted 
to condemn him, but only in the sense of a loving warning and encouragement to 
repentance. Thus, in the experience of reconciliation with God, in the knowledge of 
God from the trust thereby awakened, it results that man, even as a sinner, never 
lacks God's love, that rather, as a converted sinner, he has received in the apparent 
wrath of God through 1) only proofs of his obliging grace. For love and grace are 
the proper and natural work of God; wrath and judgment are the foreign work of 
God, to which he is compelled by the obstinacy of sin. But for believers God seems 
to be angry only by giving them the impulse to repentance. In full analogy to this 
reinterpretation of divine wrath is the way in which Luther deals with the concept of 
God's justice. In addition to its ordinary retributive meaning, which reveals it to be 
the cause of reward or punishment, he understands the justice of God to be 
synonymous with grace and mercy in the proper tacte for biblical usage. In 
comparison with this interpretation, Luther also knows that retributive justice is a 
philosophical concept which, because it applies to the sinner, does not instill 
confidence in God, but rather the opposite, aversion and hatred. 

"The change in the concepts of God's wrath and of his justice would entail a 
considerable change in the doctrine of sin and of the atonement through Christ, if 
Luther had proceeded systematically with those thoughts. Sin would no longer be 
able to be interpreted as the monotonous determination of all men equal in 
themselves, when God must be thought of quite differently, according as the sinner 
remains without reverence and without confidence towards him, or is enabled by 
reconciliation to full confidence against God. And if God's justice actually excludes 
punishment against those whom he has mercy on in justice, or if his wrath against 
them only carries with it the appearance of condemnation, then Christ, too, in order 
to redeem men to trust in God, does not really need to do his justice enough, or to 
bear the condemnation of men in their place. But Luther did not develop his 
presuppositions so far. For his imagination did not permit him to regularly bend all 
the relations here involved under the unity of the thought of God, which he described 
as the correlative of trust in the Large Catechism. The corxelates of God's retributive 
justice or condemnatory wrath, namely, law and death, devil and hell, as burdens 
on sinful humanity, are often enough represented by Luther as independent powers 
contrary to God. 


1) must in any case read "doch". 
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In this context, however, the presentation of redemption through Christ is logically 
analogous to the patristic myth of the legal dealings with the devil, or his overcoming 
by Christ's submission to those powers. Accordingly, Luther understands the 
satisfaction that Christ made not as something that would be necessary for God, but 
as a service to those powers. This, however, is no improvement over the middle- 
aged theology." (|, 222 ff.) We set these remarks aside with some sayings of Luther 
on God's love, wrath, justice, Christ's propitiation and satisfaction, which are not to 
be found singly, but could easily be multiplied tenfold, and express Luther's constant 
teaching: "If God's wrath is to be taken away from me, and | am to obtain grace and 
forgiveness, it must be earned from him by someone; for God cannot be gracious to 
sin, nor remove punishment and wrath, unless paid for and done enough. Now for 
the eternal irreparable harm and eternal wrath of God, which we have earned by our 
sins, no one can make reparation, not even an angel in heaven, but the eternal 
Person, the Son of God Himself, and so that He might take our place, take our sin 
upon Himself, and answer for it as being guilty Himself, etc. This our dear Lord and 
only Saviour and Mediator before God, Christ, did with his blood and death, when 
he became a sacrifice for us, and by his purity, innocence, and righteousness, which 
were divine and eternal, outweighed, yea, utterly drowned and swallowed up, all sin 
and wrath, which he had to bear on our account, and so highly deserved that God is 
now Satisfied." (XI, 717.) "God's wrath, judgment, conscience, hell, death, and all 
evil things laid down, and all good acquired, might not have happened; divine justice 
had to be done enough, sin paid, death rightly overcome." (XI, 422.) "First, thou must 
not doubt that God is thy gracious God and Father, and hath forgiven thee all sin, 
and made thee blessed in baptism; secondly, but besides this, know that all these 
things are not done in vain, or without satisfaction of his justice. For there is no room 
for mercy and grace to work upon us or in us, or to help us in eternal goods and 
blessedness: righteousness must first be satisfied in the most perfect manner, as 
Christ says, Matt. 5:18: 'Not the smallest letter, nor the smallest tittle, shall pass from 
the law; all things must pass." (XII, 145 f.) "Although our sin is not imputed to us by 
grace, yet he did not want to do this, so that his law and his righteousness might be 
done beforehand in all things and superfluously enough. Such a gracious imputation 
had first to be bought and obtained for us by his justice." (XII, 262.) 
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We break off with this part of Ritschl's work. It would go far beyond the scope 
of this time to consider all the passages in which Ritschl misunderstands Luther, 
imputes his own views to him, and reads his opinions out of Luther's words. We shall 
have occasion later to hold together Luther's Scriptural teaching and Ritschl's 
rationalism. LF. 

(To be continued.) 


The wisdom of God in the work of creation. 
(Psalm 104:24.) 


(Conclusion.) 

The living creation is wisely ordered, and first of all the animal world. Verse 
20: The fact of life in the midst of dead matter is such a wise order that all science 
stands admiringly still before it. Whence is life originally? Verse 20 gives us acertain 
answer: It is a creative act of Almighty God. God's wisdom is reflected in living 
creatures. "The excellent chemist and physiologist E. F. von Gorup-Besarrez 
declares: 'Chemistry has by no means yet succeeded in artificially producing a class 
of organic compounds which we shall call organoplastic or histogenic, substances 
which are really organized or capable of organizing. Not a single one of these 
substances has yet been artificially produced in our laboratories, neither albumin 
nor fibre, neither casein nor glue, neither starch nor cellulose. Nor do any reasons 
derived from the development of chemistry so far entitle us to hope that we shall 
succeed in artificially producing a plant cell, a muscle fibre, a nerve, in a word, 
something really organised by chemical means.' Liebig writes even more decisively: 
‘Chemistry will never succeed in producing in its laboratory a cell, a muscle fibre, a 
nerve, in a word, something really organic endowed with the property of life. The 
opinion that the creative power of nature is capable of producing new plants, and 
even animals, from decayed mountain species and putrid vegetable matter, has no 
foundation. We have no right to create causes by imagination.' Even a materialist 
like Burmeister writes: 'Thus the actual riddle of the first formation of organic forms 
(of living beings) will probably remain an unsolved riddle, for all un- 


1) As acharacterization, Ritschl's verdict on Luther's powerful writing against Erasmus may 
be cited: "Luther's writing de servo arbitrio is and remains an unfortunate work of art". (I, 221.) 
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‘our hints lead to nothing but possibilities.’ Should mean impossibilities." (Ulrici, 223.) 

The living beings are endowed with sensibility. What a work of wisdom is 
revealed in this is shown by H. Lotze in his Mikrokosmus: "No comparative analysis 
would discover in the chemical composition of a nerve, in the tension, relative 
position and mobility of its infinite part, the reason why a sound wave reaching and 
afflicting it should produce in it more than a change in the physical state. No matter 
how far we follow the course of sensory excitation through the nerve, no matter how 
many ways we imagine its form changed and transformed into ever finer and more 
delicate movements, we can never prove that it is in the nature of a movement thus 
produced to cease as a movement of itself, and to appear anew as a bright color, as 
a sound, as a sweet taste. The gulf between the last state of the material element in 
our sphere and the first beginning of sensation will never be bridged." (I, 148.) "What 
have the vibrations of the ether to do with light? What have the condensed 
undulations of the atmosphere to do with sound? The physical cause and the 
subsequent perception lie here on such entirely different lines that we do not find in 
the latter even a faint echo of the former, but a new phenomenon, without a shadow 
of resemblance, comes to view in us." (I, 349.) "A view which does not ascribe this 
event (the origin of living beings with sense perceptions) to a supernatural and 
therefore in itself indescribable influence, but makes it dependent on a concatenation 
of innumerable details, will inevitably expose itself to the censure of rash and 
arbitrary invention." (Il, 138.) 

A pseudo-science of our days nevertheless does not want to accept life with 
its psychic phenomena as a creative act of God. That would be too unscientific. But 
with their scientific creation of life these people have become fools, also scientifically. 
Helmholtz assumes that the germs of life were transferred from one world body to 
another. But where do these germs with such tenacious life come from? To this 
Hackel, Zdllner and others reply: All matter is alive. The various substances need 
only be present in the right mixture and under the necessary favorable 
circumstances,’ and life comes of itself. "Life is produced by a chemical or physical 
process." (Hackel.) This is the doctrine of the so-called generatio aequivoca or self- 
generation, which seeks to explain all phenomena of life by means of heat, light, 
magnetism, and electricity. Hackel himself, however, in the new edition of his 
"Natural History of Creation" of the year 1874 
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dropped. "The whole French academy declared to the chemist Pasteur that the idea 
of generatio aequivoca must be abandoned in consequence of the experiments which 
had been made, because it was based on mere conceit." Huxley says that generatio 


aequivoca is at present defeated all along the line. An advertisement appeared in a 
newspaper in Germany to the effect that a powder had been invented which one 
need only throw into the water in order to obtain living trout from it. A8m who had 
sent the necessary amount of money received the following letter: "We are grateful 
to you for believing our advertisement. For we have made a wager with a friend in 
the hope that such a foolish ass would be found in Germany who would believe this 
opinion that living trout can be produced from a chemical powder! The wager on our 
part is won. The money follows back," etc. 

The living creation is ordered in a wise way with regard to the immutability of 
the species. Darwin, Hackel, and their comrades thought men were so stupid that 
they tried to make them believe that all species of living creatures had evolved of 
their own accord from one or a few original forms. The species were not originally 
created by God unchangeable, but changeable into the infinite. Unlimited stupidity! 
The living creatures have their fixed limits set by the very definite nature of air, earth, 
water, and light, within which alone they can live and flourish. Then to speak of 
unlimited variability is to make a mockery of all experience and all true science. It is 
a fact that cannot be ignored, that between mere varieties and races (of one 
species) an easy and always fertile intercourse takes place, while the bastards of 
somewhat sharply separated species, which do not lie close together like hare and 
rabbit, dog and wolf, etc., do not reproduce at all, or at least not continuously, but 
fall back into one of the two species or perish from infertility. "By this fixed limitation 
of fertile intercourse, the real species appear definitely separated from one another; 
no transition can take place from one species to another." (Ulrici, 379.) And as for 
ancient history, it teaches that species have been preserved unchanged. The 
animals and plants in the Egyptian catacombs are, according to Cuvier, exactly the 
same as the present species of the same, without so much as another organ or 
approach to it. - And what says the otherwise so abused and therefore so unreliable 
geology? "Far more alarming is the fact that even in those cases ‘where 
paleontology has at its disposal the sequence of innumerable generations from the 
full range of time of a' (dreamed of by it) 'geological period, as in the amber insects, 
no transitions of the species are proved. 


232The wisdom of God in the work of creation. 


but each species stands separately as in the spatial areas of the present creation' 
(Griesebach). This weighty, indisputable, but nevertheless" (or perhaps for that very 
reason?) "fact, ignored by the Darwinists, is so striking that it will appear to every 
unprejudiced person as a factual refutation of the theory, as a fully valid testimony 
to its untenability." (L. c. 378.) 

The whole ridiculousness of Darwin's theory is shown by the following: 
According to it, the giraffes have their long necks in consequence of a famine in 
which they were forced to stretch out their necks for the leaves of tall trees. Hares 
owe their swift legs to the fear of foxes, in order to be able to run away from them. 
"Thus he (Darwin) quite seriously explains the shortened tail of a male humming- 
bird, the slate color of certain herons, from the pleasure of the females of these 
animals in new fashions." (Pfaff.) Before such distastefulness the seven times "after 
its kind" in Gen. J. will probably stop. 

Organic creation is ordered in this way with regard to its reproduction and 
preservation. "As is well known, there are plants whose reproduction depends on 
insects that live on the pollen of their flowers, carrying the seed of the male flower, 
which is attached to their bodies, to the female flower, and thus establishing sexual 
union. With these plants, therefore, such insects had to come into being, and when 
the calyx of their blossoms deepened, the ruffles of the insects had to lengthen. This 
happened because otherwise both would have perished. If it was a work of blind 
chance, then we must admit that it acted exactly as wisdom, consciously adapting 
the means to the end, would act; and therefore it is not clear with what right we call 
it blind and call it chance (arbitrariness without reason or purpose). But not only this 
sexual union, mediated in a particularly artificial way, but sexuality in general, that 
is, the separation of the individuals of a species into two different sexes for the 
purpose of reproduction, leads to the same result. But now it demands a thorough 
correlation between the formation of the male and the female organism. Not only 
must the female come into being at the same time as the male, but also their sexual 
organs must fit together, and the whole body of both must be so constituted that 
mating is successful. When a change occurs in one part, a corresponding 
transformation must take place in the other. Both parts must seek each other, unite, 
and often remain united, if their offspring are not to perish. In short, they appear like 
mutually demanding members of a whole. If here, again, there was only ‘a 
mechanical relationship that worked unconsciously and without plan’ (Hackel), then 
we must repeat that the same thing worked just as if it were not such a relationship, 
but rather as if it were the same thing. 
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We must therefore demand, in the name of logic, that Hackel explain to us how an 
unconsciously acting mechanical relationship produces a male in one individual and 
a corresponding female in another. We must therefore demand, in the name of logic, 
that Hackel make us understand how an unconsciously acting mechanical relation 
is able to form a male sex-organ in one individual, and a corresponding female sex- 
organ in another, without knowing the least thing about the existence and nature of 
either, and without having the fitting together of the two in mind as the purpose of 
his action. (L. c. 386.) "The milk of the mother flows just at the time when the need 
of her new-born child demands it. The teeth, which would be superfluous to the 
infant, and injurious to the mother, grow no sooner than the development of the child 
requires a stronger, more compact nourishment. The birth of all animals that live on 
a certain, not always available food, falls exactly in the season, in which just those 
plants, which are necessary for the nutrition of the young, grow up or have their 
blooming time. Although the first emergence of the animal, or the necessary 
preparations for its birth, e. g. the laying of eggs and the larval state of many insects, 
often take place at quite another time, or the germination of the animal's food is 
unusually delayed by weather conditions and other circumstances, yet the animal 
never hatches until the means of its subsistence are available," etc. (L. c. 423.) 

The living creation is wisely ordered for this life here on earth. "All permanent 
water-dwellers," remarks Burmeister, "especially those living in the sea, have short 
vertebral bodies with concave contact surfaces, because such a spinal column 
makes the sinuous movements of the trunk most easily executable. Large predators 
must be strong, but not ponderously built, because not only strength, but also agility 
and speed are necessary to take prey." (Gerl. Bilder, |, 207. 214.) "Everywhere we 
find incisors and fangs only where the animal depends for its nourishment on the 
tearing of flesh, etc.; claws only where it depends on predation and the making of 
prey, short, shovel-shaped feet only where (like the mole) it depends on digging up 
the earth, webbed feet only where it is destined to live on water. In the so-called 
rodents, only the front teeth, which are intended for gnawing and therefore especially 
sharp, continue to grow, while the others, like the teeth of all other animals, stop at 
a certain stage of growth. Not from walking and working, but of their own accord, 
originally (already in the womb), the sole of the foot and the inner palm of the hand 
of man are clothed with thicker skin; everywhere, in all higher animals, the organs 
of the lung, the eye, and the ear are already formed in the womb, in the egg, long 
before any contact with the air, any irritation of the optic nerve by ether vibrations, 
of the auditory nerve by sonic vibrations, or of the ear by the sound of the air. 
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And everywhere these organs are formed in exactly the same way, in accordance 
not only with the nature of the animal, but also with the nature of air and light, as is 
necessary if the lungs are to breathe, if the eye and ear are to see and hear. Yes, 
the eye of the fish appears to be constructed exactly according to the law of the 
refraction of light rays in water, while its gills correspond just as exactly to the denser 
element that takes the place of air for it. Finally, consider the human body. It exists 
only in that the blood, in each individual member, according to its purpose, 
continually sucks up and carries away that which is used up and harmful, and on the 
other hand brings in that which is useful, in that it produces phosphoric lime in the 
bones, nitrogen in the muscles, saliva in the salivary glands, earwax in the ears, and 
earwax in the glands, in the ears saliva, in the ears wax, in the eyes crystalline jelly, 
in the nails and hairs horny substance, in the nerves brain substance, in the gall 
bladder bile, in the pancreas pancreatic juice, in the intestinal canal intestinal mucus, 
in the kidneys urine, in the pericardium the necessary moisture, in the lungs carbonic 
acid, etc., to make every substance right. Every substance at the right time, of the 
right kind, in the right quantity, in the right chemical mixture, exactly as the purpose 
of the whole demands. (A. N. Bohner, Naturwissenschaft und Culturleben, p. 70.) 
Once more we must address the question to the deniers of plan and purpose in 
nature: How is it conceivable that a blindly acting law or 'an unconsciously acting 
mechanical relationship' could have adapted the eye to the aether vibrations, the ear 
to the air waves, and the blood to such a diverse behavior in relation to the manifold 
parts of the organism, in short, that it could have produced this far-reaching 
correlation without knowing the least thing about the corresponding parts, 
movements, forces, and effects, and without having had their fitting together in mind 
as the purpose of its action? - As long as we do not receive an answer to this 
question, we must maintain that only the blindness of prejudice can misjudge a plan 
and purposefulness of working and forming that dominates the organic forces." 
(Ulrici, 412.) 

Wise is the order of instinct. "The animal cannot, like the human being, be 
guided in its actions by rational consideration, but just as little by experience, 
because it plays the role which instinct imposes on it with full readiness from the 
moment it enters the world. A chicken, hatched not by its mother, but by the warmth 
of the lamp of a small artificial oven, when it had just emerged from the shell of the 
egg, caught sight of a spider, immediately sprang to it, and seized it as skilfully as if 
it had been lukewarm in catching insects. When the young of the sea-turtle have 
crawled out of the egg in the bed of sand which was their birthplace, they immediately 
hasten in a straight direction towards it. 
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towards the sea. You can twist and turn them as you like, hide them behind walls 
and sand hills that cut off their straight path, but they will always turn back towards 
the sea. . . Nightingales and blackbirds, which are taken from their nests when quite 
young and brought up indoors far from their own kind, build nests for their young just 
as well as the other birds of their kind when a pair of them is let out into the open air 
in spring. .... Ferrets, which were born and have grown up in the captivity of man and 
have never seen a poisonous viper, attack it with great caution, trying above all to 
crush its head, while they have often won an easy victory over non-poisonous snakes 
and slow worms, which they touched by every part of the body without hesitating for 
a moment. In general, every animal, in a fight with another, soon knows how to find 
the weakest, most easily wounded side or that part of it that is most capable of 
harming it, as well as to protect and conceal that part of its own body that is the most 
vulnerable." (G. Schubert, Spiegel der Natur, p. 28.) "Every other living being except 
man is equal to its task from the first beginning of the species and the individual; it 
pursues its goal by the shortest route, and errs neither in the goal nor in the means 
leading to it. We often justly admire the applied sagacity and perfection of the work. 
But it is the artistry of the species, not of the individual; or rather, it is the wisdom of 
God, not the conscious effect of deliberation or choice on the part of the creature. Its 
task is prescribed to it, and the manner of its execution is fixed..... It is a curious 
mathematical problem, Dr. Neid remarks, exactly at what angle three surfaces 
forming the bottom of the cell of a honey disk must meet in order to save the most 
material and labor; and this is just the angle at which the three surfaces on the bottom 
of a honey cell actually meet. Shall we ask here who taught the bees the properties 
of solid bodies and the tasks of the most and least? We need not say that the bees 
do not understand any of these things. They work very geometrically, about like a 
child who produces good music by turning the crank of a hand organ, without 
knowing anything about music. The art is not in the child, but in the maker of the 
organ. So also, when a bee makes its disk so geometrical, the geometry is not in the 
bee, but in that great geometrician, -who made the bee and all other things by 
number, weight, and measure." (O. Goldsmith, Earth and Animated Nature, XXXIV.) The 
very instinct is the immediate expression of divine wisdom and goodness, in the 
reasonless living creatures; without the same they could not exist. 
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Creation is ordered in a wise way also with respect to man. V. 26. Irresistibly 
man is the next purpose of visible creation, for no creature is above him, and all 
nature must serve him. Agassiz says, "Man is the goal toward which all animal 
creation goes." In man above all else, therefore, must be reflected the wisdom of 
God. - Creation, as we have hitherto seen it, is marvellous in its nature and plan. 
The firmament of the heavens, with the sun shining in the day, and the moon shining 
in the night, and the stars twinkling; and beneath them the earth: the ground 
resplendent with a multitude of plants and flowers; the sea filled with wonderfully 
mobile creatures; the air resounding with the sweet song of its feathered inhabitants; 
the land alive with baptismal species of beasts great and small: such is the creation 
of God: great and wonderful, beautiful and lovely! But which among all the creatures 
hitherto on earth recognizes this? Who admires it? Who praises, thanks, and 
glorifies God for it?- In whose soul are all these glorious appearances gathered 
together as in a mirror, and thrown back in praise, praise, and thanks to the Creator 
by this all? In whose ear is the magnificent symphony of creation heard and breaks 
forth in notes of rejoicing and songs of praise? Among all creatures hitherto we see 
not one such. The mineral, the water, the air, the flowers, have marvels enough; but 
they know it not; every limb of an animal bears witness to power, wisdom, and 
goodness; but the animal knows it not. They see the glorious writing in this book of 
God, but they cannot read it; they cannot read who the Creator of all this is, and 
what all this is for. In a word, these creatures do not know God. But what God cannot 
know cannot be the highest, true pinnacle of God's creation, for God wants to be 
known in what he does. For this purpose he created man. In addition to his bodily 
senses, he has even more wonderful inner senses to perceive order, plan, and 
purpose in nature, and thus to find the all-powerful, all-wise God. In him is the 
conscience with its excusing or punishing judgment, and that with reference to the 
holy and just God with his eternal retribution. These purely spiritual senses, and 
what they discern, are as true and real to man as the bodily. "Therefore, of all the 
marvelous things which the earth contains, man is the most marvelous." (Lotze, 
Mikrokosmus I, 713.) He reads the Scripture of God in the book of nature, and finds 
God in the same. It is man alone among all creatures on earth who, contemplating 
the works of creation, exclaims, "Lord, how are thy works so great and many!" etc. 

What folly and frenzy, therefore, it is to compare man with cattle, which think 
not of God, know nothing of order, plan, and purpose in the 
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Creation, nothing of right and wrong, time and eternity, heaven and hell, and an 
eternal retribution, on One level! That is, to take away his crown, to de-noble him! 
But, they say, science has proved the essential equality of man and beast; only our 
arrogance resists it! Answer: This is a bottomless, foolish lie, which only 
conscienceless, dishonest scientists like Hackel and consorts can come up with. 
Hackel is so dishonest that he deliberately falsifies drawings on his embryo plates, 
by which, according to Prof. His, he himself has renounced the right "to be counted 
as an equal in the circle of serious researchers". It is a lie that science has proved 
the essential equality of man and animal. Even a Huxley confesses, "Natural science 
cannot prove the account of Scripture Gen. 1. to be false." "Between the highest 
animal and the lowest man there is so deep and wide a gulf, that no present science 
can bridge it." (Stowb. Nat. History, 1880.) "Do we need more than One Word to 
indicate, by remembrance of all the blessings of social life, the unbridgeable gulf 
which separates man from the rest of the animate world?" (Lotze |, 531.) "With all 
the yearning of our spirit, with the demands of our moral nature, with the general 
fervor of our inward life, we feel ourselves out of place in this realm of things to which 
consciousness is unknown!" (L. c. 24.) 

W. Preyer criticizes modern mechanical science when he writes that it "sets 
up too much that is not understood as dogma from the outset. And even if it satisfies 
the curiosity better than all other methods, it is doubtful whether it will continue to do 
so in the future, since the satisfaction it affords is one-sided. It leaves too many 
contradictions unresolved to deserve the excessive idolatry it enjoys today. Indeed, 
other coins are valid than those we naturalists coin, and other things than those we 
weigh also have weight". (Ulrici, |. c. 295.) 

Here is the place to state the following fact: While 20 to 30 years ago many 
scholars triumphantly presented their theory of the origin of the world as the only 
correct and reasonable one, they have now learned, through the ever increasing 
evidence of wisdom in nature, to be modest and to say: We are agnostics! We cannot 
tell whether the world was brought into existence by an all-powerful and all-wise 
Creator, or came into being by itself. Even the loudmouthed Ingersoll learned the 
humility of agnosticism. In 1889 he wrote an article in the North American Review, 
"Why | am an Agnostic." In the same he says: "As | am convinced that all believe 
exactly as they must, and that religions have been naturally produced, | have neither 
praise nor blame for any man." By this agnosticism, however, the infidel- 
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Science itself is bankrupt. To say of the wisdom revealed in the work of creation, "I 
know not whether it be the work of an all-wise God, or that of chance," is as ridiculous 
as if any one wished to say of the letters and words of a printed Bible, "I know not 
whether the letters, words, and sentences be the work of an understanding man, or 
have so assembled themselves of their own accord." 

How then do the otherwise so clever people come to such foolishness? What 
is their reason? Ingersoll says it in the cited article: "He who cannot harmonize the 
cruelties of the Bible with the goodness of Jehovah, cannot harmonize the cruelties 
of nature with a supposed deity. He will find it impossible to give a reason for 
pestilence and famine, for earthquakes and storms, for slavery, for the triumph of the 
strong over the weak, for the innumerable victories of iniquity. He will find it 
impossible to give an account of the martyrs,-the burning of the good, the noble, the 
loving on the part of the ignorant, the wicked, and the shameful." This is supposed 
to be the ground of his agnosticism. But Ingersoll is not honest. He knows that men 
created to know God have become a sinful, godless species. Even pagans have 
recognized this. Seneca writes: "The human mind is by nature unruly and tends 
toward the forbidden. Not apart from us is our infirmity; it is within us and clings to 
our innermost being." Therefore, Ingersoll knows that God must ever punish men. 
He knows, too, that the full reckoning will not take place in this life, but in the other; 
therefore, indeed, he should hall with his accusation of injustice to himself. 

But this is also true: the darkness of sin in the natural man is much stronger 
than the light of the natural knowledge of the wisdom of God. Hence it is that, as the 
history of all nations shows, natural knowledge finally falls into the bankruptcy of 
agnosticism, materialism, pantheism, etc. Only he who reads in Holy Scripture the 
wisdom of God, which He revealed in the mission of His Son for the lost world of 
sinners, can joyfully and confidently exclaim when contemplating Creation: "O Lord, 
how great and abundant are Thy works! Thou hast wisely ordered them all, and the 
earth is full of thy goods." Ps. 104:24. 

"Thanks be to thee the host of heaven, O ruler of all thrones! 
And they that dwell on earth, air, and sea, In thy shadow, They 
praise thy creator's power, Who thus well thought of all things. 
Give glory to our God!" H. W. 
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Miscellany. 


Scripture and Criticism. In these days of “higher criticism," when the most 
renowned theologians in Germany, who then find so many followers in England and 
the United States, claim that the five books of Moses were not written by Moses, but 
were pieced together from various sources, that chapters 40-66 of the prophet Isaiah 
do not come from this prophet, but from a "great unknown," and that a number of 
Psalms, which the superscriptions call Psalms of David, were not written by David, 
but only in the post-exilic, and probably even in the Maccabean period, are not written 
by David, but only in the post-exilic, or even in the Maccabean period, an American 
theological journal, "The Truth," which has set itself the purpose of defending the old 
doctrine of inspiration, rightly points out that these critics completely disregard the 
fact that the Old Testament is not only quoted now and then, but a hundred and a 
hundred times in the New Testament, and is thus most powerfully authenticated. 
Thus the first book of Moses is cited 19 times and in 9 different New Testament 
writings, the second book of Moses 24 times in 12 books, the fifth book 26 times in 
13 books. The Psalms are cited 59 times and the citations are found in 12 different 
books; Isaiah is cited 50 times in 11 New Testament writings, etc. The two testaments 
are so closely connected with each other that one stands and falls with the other. - 
The same magazine recently published a compilation of the various hypotheses that 
have been put forward since 1850 concerning the origin and authors of the individual 
biblical books. There are 539 hypotheses concerning the Old Testament, and 208 
concerning the New Testament. Of these most diverse theories, 603 are at present 
as good as dead, and even some of the remaining 144 are, as it were, in their final 
stages. In the setups of modern Biblical criticism, the word is fulfilled, Behold, the feet 
of them that buried thy husband are at the door, and shall carry thee out. L. F. 


On the History of Bible Revision. An article recently published in the "Allgemeine 
Evangelisch-Lutherische Kirchenzeitung" (General Evangelical Lutheran Church 
Newspaper), which bears the above heading, may also be of interest to the readers 
of our paper. It reads as follows. 

The question of the right or the duty of a revision of the Lutheran Bible translation is no 
longer on the agenda. For it is now a fact that the revision has been completed, that a revised 
Luther Bible has been printed, and that its introduction in several regional churches has already 
been decided. One has not listened to the admonishing voices any longer, but has moved forward 
briskly until the goal was reached. Here it may not be uninteresting to survey the history of the 
work of revision and perhaps to gain a judgment of the value of the matter from the historical 
facts, after one has long been occupied with 
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reasons had been fought by both sides. Let us first compare the reception of this work of revision 
with that of Luther's first translation of the Bible. When Luther first sent out his New Testament 
to Christendom, and later followed it up with the Old Testament, there was a rejoicing in German 
lands that was equally strong among the noble and the lowly. As the "scholars' commission" with 
which Luther worked was unanimous, and its works did not have to be given to the people as 
majority decisions, so also the people unanimously accepted Luther's Bible, the papal circles 
naturally excepted. All Protestant Christendom rejoiced in the Luther Bible; it was a piece of the 
spirit of the Reformation, of the spirit of the Church. It was also, like the whole work of the 
Reformation, a divine response to the unspoken desire of thousands. If, on the other hand, we 
consider the manner in which the evangelical Christian people took exception to the recent 
revision of the Bible, we shall have to admit that the comparison must be to the disadvantage of 
the latter. For when the thoughts of revision became louder and louder, and the work on the 
revision became more and more known, unrest, even consternation, seized a large part of the 
Protestant people, and it was precisely the most faithful representatives of the Lutheran Church 
who came forward most with their misgivings. Loud voices arose from the most diverse circles 
of Lutherans, laymen and clergymen, churchmen and professors united their cries of warning 
not to worry the people, but to leave them their old Luther Bible. However, just as many, and 
perhaps an even greater number, stood approvingly by the innovation. We will not, and cannot, 
enter upon a closer investigation. In any case, one could not speak of a unanimous reception of 
the idea of revision and the work of revision. There was no question of rejoicing in evangelical 
Christianity. The idea was not born out of it, but was forced upon it by well-meaning men, but 
well-meaning does not always guarantee correct advice. Perhaps one will point to the triumphant 
advance of the revised Bible in the national churches. One after the other decides to accept it. 
From this it seems to follow that it does meet a need, even if it was not recognized at first. But 
with a more exact knowledge of the facts, the "triumphant advance" must be understood 
somewhat cum grano salis. We only recall, for example, the negotiations and the results of the 
Bavarian General Synod. Thus, no matter how one may look at things, it must be admitted that 
even where the revised Bible has been accepted, it has not been received with the unanimous 
joy and gratitude with which the benefits of God, shown to His Church, are usually received. But 
it is not only between friends and opponents of the Bible revision that a discord has arisen in the 
church, but also among the friends themselves there is disagreement at all ends. This will be 
best shown if we follow the gradual development of the work of revision, on which last year D. 
Ad. Kamphausen, Professor in Bonn, made a remarkable statement in his speech at the 
Rectorate. He was an outstanding collaborator in the revision and may be regarded as an even 
more reliable witness. It is significant that the first requests for revision did not want to know 
anything or only very little about a change according to the basic text. Rather, in contrast to the 
textual savagery in the various editions of the Lutheran Bibles used, it was a matter of a uniform 
textual arrangement. This was what the Hamburg preacher Ménckeberg had emphatically 
pointed out, and which idea was then also taken up by the Stuttgart Church Congress in 1857. 
The there 
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The first impetus for the Bible revision came from the meetings of the Bible printing societies, 
which were mainly leaders in practical life. With regard to the actual changes in the text, the 
former Bonn professor Nitzsch expressed the very modest wish that "in about four to six 
passages of the New Testament one might also make corrections according to the basic text 
and place them under the text". The high value of Luther's translation was universally 
recognized, as Jakob Grimm was able to say: "Luther's Germanization, which for us becomes 
more delicious with every age and a sacred church style (which should not be changed at all), 
has given High German a manly attitude and strength. The Germanist Zacher calls the Luther 
Bible "an incomparable treasure, an inexhaustible, eternal fountain of youth of German language 
and nationality." Even Kamphausen praises Luther's work over even the best recent translations. 
He takes, for example, verse 25 of Psalm 73 from Kautzsch's translation, which he holds in high 
esteem, and which in the latter reads: "Whom have | in heaven? and besides thee | desire 
nothing on earth"; but how unsurpassable is Luther's translation: "If | have only thee, | ask 
nothing of heaven and earth"! When the Eisenach Church Conference took up the matter in 
1863, it decided that the text of the Canstein Bible, because it was the most widely used, should 
be used as the basis for the revision to be undertaken. The revision was to adhere not only to 
the genuine Lutheran variants, but also to the readings that had imperceptibly become 
naturalized over the course of time, and that the reading which came closest to the basic text 
was always to be preferred. It was also decided: "In addition, the relatively few passages, first of 
all of the New Testament, whose modification or correction would appear necessary and 
unobjectionable in the interest of the understanding of Scripture, are to be produced in a manner 
true to the sense and, if possible, from the vocabulary of the Lutheran Bible in accordance with 
the basic text. As one can see, the first thoughts of revision were kept within very modest limits, 
and also the Eisenach resolution still allowed for work that would spare the feelings of the 
congregation. But this very resolution already carried in its bosom that radicalism which later 
aroused so much unrest. For in individual cases there could be very different opinions about the 
"necessity and harmlessness" of corrections according to the basic text, and the actual 
implementation of the idea of revision proved how the idea of "the gentlest possible correction" 
receded more and more into the background. The New Testament was the first to be revised. 
As a result of the suggestion of the Eisenach Church Conference, the highest church authorities 
of Prussia, Saxony, Hanover and Wuerttemberg appointed a committee consisting of ten well- 
known theologians; the Germanist Frommann was responsible for the treatment of the German 
language. From the outset, the Commission was not unanimous on the question of what was 
"necessary and unobjectionable". The proposal of some members, who demanded a unanimous 
decision for every change according to the basic text, was rejected. Instead, it was decided that 
two thirds of the votes should be sufficient for the decision of such a change, but that a simple 
majority of the votes should be sufficient for the acceptance of a true and a false Luther variant. 
When the revision of the New Testament was completed, this revised text was published in Halle 
in 1870, without designating it as such. The verdict on this procedure remains undecided. Later, 
the Old Testament was also revised, and "much more thoroughly". The trial Bible, which 
appeared in 1883, eliminated all deviations from Canstein's text and all new corrections through 
printing. 
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according to the basic text. If one was already astonished about the numerous changes of the 
Luther Bible, which seemed to go beyond what was "necessary and unobjectionable", then one 
later put aside the initially proclaimed "correction as gentle as possible" even more. For in 1889 
a super-revision of the New Testament was undertaken by ecclesiastical order on the basis of 
numerous expert opinions received, in which individual changes were withdrawn, but numerous 
new corrections were made according to the basic text. Kamphausen himself admits that the 
"timidity that prevailed in the beginning had diminished a little in the course of the revision work". 
If one now asks how the friends of the revision now stand on the matter, some complain that far 
too much has been changed, others that far too little has been changed. The Karlsruhe 
theologian Zittel has passed the following judgment on the trial Bible: "It will be and remain a 
lasting monument to the pusillanimity, timidity and sense of truth of German Protestantism in the 
age of Kaiser Wilhelm J., buried by a thousand small considerations. The most alarming thing, 
however, is that the revised Bible is by no means a permanent Word of God given to the 
congregations; rather, this revision seems to be only the beginning of an endless series of new 
improvements. It is also only a consequence, after the book of the church has been made an 
object of science, to make ever new corrections according to the state of the latter. Those who 
do not believe this and therefore vote for the introduction of the revised Bible may well be 
deceived. Already the Stuttgart Bible Conference in 1884 recognizes in the changes offered a 
welcome promotion of the German Luther Bible and its understanding, but at the same time 
expresses the twofold wish that one should not follow so closely the linguistic forms of Luther, 
but go a step further in the improvements of the meaning. Kamphausen, too, calls the revised 
Bible only a "first attempt" which will hopefully result in a "more perfect solution" of the task. If 
we want to summarize the overall impression of the history of the work of revision, it will be this: 
It is not a work of the church, but rather of researching science; the revision did not come about 
in unity of spirit, but rather under manifold contradictions; and in the end it does not unite, but 
rather divides. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


l. America. 


Special cup at the Lord's Supper. A few weeks ago the news went through the political and 
ecclesiastical papers that a Baptist and a Presbyterian congregation in Rochester, N. Y., had 
introduced the "special cup" (individual cup) in the celebration of the Lord's Supper. According to 
the "Democrat and Chronicle" of Rochester, a change sheet reports the following details, which 
at the same time bear witness to the great ignorance of Scripture and history of an American 
"Doctor of Theology": "The communion service, in which the individual cup played a prominent 
part, was held yesterday in the ‘Central Presbyterian Church. The Communion Table was on the 
Estrade, the Pulpit was 
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had been jerked away and on the table were unique presentation plates, each holding 60 small 
cups. There were two more tables full of such cups in front of the Estrade. Rev. Dr. Stebbins 
took one of the presentation plates and spoke the following words in the deepest silence: "| do 
not have the cup that our Lord and Saviour had when He first instituted this consecrated service. 
That chalice has been lost and no one knows where it has gone. Though we have not the sacred 
vessel which was touched by his holy lips, yet we have the remembrance which he left us, and 
we use the same elements which he used. Just as we have not the cup from which Christ drank, 
so neither had his disciples who sat with him around the communion table. Our Master Christ 
probably drank from a special cup, and so did each of the apostles. It was morning custom to 
use special cups, and as far as | know we are merely restoring the order established by Christ 
Himself. | know that many have come today with the feeling that a change is being made here. 
Yes, we are changing the method of distributing the wine. From now on we will use the special 
chalices here. We are on the right track in introducing this change; even Christ our Lord set the 
historical example, and we are therefore merely following in his footsteps. The ancient Church, 
if we have rightly understood the custom of that Church, also used special chalices, so that we 
have abundant evidence that the changes now to be introduced have the approval of Christ and 
His nearest successors. Besides, this innovation is perfectly justified from the medicinal and 
sanitary point of view. We must walk in the light, whether in regard to medicin, science, 
philosophy, or art." This was followed by a vote of thanks to those members who had helped 
with their gifts to enable the large apparatus to be purchased; then a further vote of thanks to 
the churchwarden who had made the designs for the presenter's plates and cups. After this the 
distribution of the Lord's Supper took place. 2000 cups were filled with wine and in eleven 
minutes they were distributed. The whole procedure was so well received that this celebration 
is to be introduced elsewhere. - Let us look a little more closely at the reasons given by Dr. 
Stebbins. He says, without being quite sure of his case, "Our Master Christ probably drank from 
a special cup, and so did each of the apostles." We know that the contrary was the case, and 
the Doctor would be advised above all things to take his Bible in hand, and read Matt. 26:27: 
"And he took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it unto them, saying, Drink ye all of it." (Kai 
AaBwv To TOTHPLOV Kal EvyapioTijoas EOWKEV avroic, A€ywv' TrieTE E€ avrov TrdvTEc) Stebbins goes 
on to say, "It was Oriental usage to use special cups." This is simply not true. Winer, in his 
"Biblical Real Dictionary," 2, 236, according to the Rabbinical regulations, describes the ritual at 
the Passover meal: "Four cups of wine were passed round" (namely, one after the other) "each 
with a thanksgiving saying. At the second cup the father of the house had to explain to his son, 
upon his questioning, the purpose and symbolic meaning of the meal, and the great Hallel (Ps. 
113-118) was intoned. This was followed by the third cup" etc. Cf. Luc. 22:17: "And he took the 
cup, and gave thanks, saying, Take the same, and divide it among you." (kal de€apyevoc rroTh 
ptov, evyapiotnoas eitre- AGBeTE Tov To Kal OlavEpioate Eavroic.) But if Steb. 


bins further instructs his hearers, "The ancient church, if we have rightly understood the custom 
of that church, likewise used special chalices," it is 
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this assertion is also made up out of thin air. Justin Martyr, in his first Apology, Cap. 65, describes 
the celebration of the Lord's Supper in the ancient Christian church with the following words: 
"After the conclusion of the prayer, we greet each other with a kiss. Thereupon bread and a cup 
of water and wine are brought to the overseer of the brethren. ... After the overseer has given 
thanks and all the people have given their applause (said Amen), the so-called deacons 
distribute to each of those present some of the blessed bread and wine and water." Finally, as 
to the "sanitary" reason, Christians have now drunk from a common cup for nearly two thousand 
years without a single case of contagion attributable to it having been constatirt. They will 
continue to do so in the future, and will not turn to the new way of the sects and enthusiasts, 
who have no communion at all. 
L.F. 


General Synod. What an un-Lutheran, unionistic spirit is spreading in the General Synod, 
of which "The Lutheran Evangelist" of July 13 once again bears eloquent witness when, referring 
to the Endeavor Society just meeting in Cleveland, it thus lets itself be heard in its columns: "It is 
gratifying that this movement has stimulated denominational associations in our several churches. .... 
Indeed, our hope is, that ultimately all these associations of young people, by whatever name they are 
called, will be Leagues and Alliances and Brotherhoods of Christian Endeavor. The beauty of this 
Endeavor movement is, that whilst it is positively Christian and cherishes union among believers, it 
fosters love for the denomination at the same time. It lifts us all up to the higher plane of simple faith 
in Christ and work for Christ - not questioning the denominational conviction and preference of the 
Baptist, or Congregationalist, or Lutheran, or Methodist, or Presbyterian, or indeed, of any disciple 
who is loyal to Christ and the Church. Like the Bible and Tract Societies, the Sunday-school Union, or 
the Young Men's Christian Association, or the Evangelical Alliance, the Y. P. S. C. E. proposes that 
all divisions of the one army of Christ stand shoulder to shoulder, battling against the kingdom of 
darkness. We are simply different Army Corps, with our distinctive bases, but all flying at our mast 
head the banner of Christ. To the name that is above every name we all bow, and in that name we will 
conquer the world. It is not surprising that so many of our Lutheran churches have Christian Endeavor 
societies, and their number grows. There will probably be more Lutheran young men and women at 
the Cleveland Convention than have ever gathered in one place at the same time.... The Spiritual and 
not the dogmatic, nor the ecclesiastical, is emphasized in this Christian Endeavor movement. We repeat 
that no man's doctrinal or church position is called into question, who holds Christ.... The Christian 
Endeavor movement emphasizes the Spiritual, the Holy Ghost, the Enlightener, the Redeemer, the 
Comforter, the Sanctifier, as the source of all power. No one better than our Luther expresses the 
central thought and prayer of all Endeavor gatherings. 


1) ‘A,AAfAove @iAquat! GoTraléueAa Travoduevol TwV EvywV. ETTEITA TIPOOEPETAI TO 
TIPOEOTWTI Twv AdEAMWV APTOS Kal TrOTHPIOV VOaTOS Kal KPdUATOG. ... EVYAPIOTHOAVTOG OE TOV 
TIPOEOTWTOG Kal iTTEvpnunoavtos Travrd¢ Tov Aaév, o1 KaAOUpEVO! Trap' hiv OidKovo!l O1ddaoclv 
EKGOTW TWV TrTapOVTWV LETAAAGBEIV aTTO TOV EvxaploTNnUEVTOG GpTov Kal Oivov Kal vOaToc. (St. 
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‘Come Holy Spirit, God and Lord! Be all Thy graces now outpoured On the 
believers' mind and soul, To strengthen, save, and make us whole.’ 


Were the voice of this immortal leader with us to-day, he would bid all who bear the Luther name 
throw their lives into the Christian Endeavor revival. The Lutheran Evangelist heartily bids it God- 
speed.... Remote is the time when religious denominations shall all be merged into one great, united 
church with one name. That kind of union, amid present conditions, is Utopian, impracticable and 
undesirable. But, we can have pulpit and altar fellowship with all whom the Lord accepts.... We can 
cooperate with fellow Christians in every work that is good, laboring and praying for the better day 
when Ephraim and Judah, when Luther and Zwingli and Calvin and Wesley will cease to vex each 
other... It is a significant fact that the General Synod is the only branch of the Lutheran church in 
America that harbors Christian Endeavor. Why? Because it is the only branch that permits pulpit and 
altar fellowship with other Protestant bodies, and that works side by side with them in advancing 
Christ's kingdom. Whatever may be thought of the General Synod's position, it must be conceded that 
it is the only liberal Lutheran body in America.... While the General Synod does not forget that she is 
Lutheran, and has too much self-respect to go down on her knees before any other body of Lutherans, 
or beg their pardon, or even crave their indulgence, or admit that she is not Lutheran in the best and 
highest sense of the term; yet we thank God that she can often so far lay aside her Lutheran self- 
consciousness - or, rather, egotism - as to work solely and purely for the salvation of men and the 
promotion of truth.... It never gives us a single moment's pain or shame or anxiety, nor brings the 
faintest tinge to our cheeks, when our brethren behind the walls in which they have immured 
themselves, peep over the top and pipe out: 'You are not Lutheran, you General Synod herd! You're a 
sort of hybrid race!' We simply answer good-humoredly.... True, we are not your type of Lutherans. 
You are literalists; we are free from the bondage of the letter, which Paul says killeth, and have drunk 
of the fountain of Luther's own disimprisoned spirit. Luther said emphatically: 'Don't take my word for 
it; Luther is nothing; take the Bible,’ and we of the General Synod believe that to be one of the most 
important utterances of our grand old reformer... No, we are not of the same type of Lutherans as our 
immured brethren, but we are sui generis, we are of the General Synod type - a type of which we need 
not to be ashamed, the best type, in our opinion, on the American continent; at least the best for us who 
march under the banner. For its doctrinal position, for its creditable history, for its honorable place 
among other evangelical denominations in every advance movement, - for none of these do we have 
to blush."- F.B. 
Episcopal Church. In New York a society has been formed within the Episcopal Church 
called "The Protestant Episcopal Society of the Reformation". This society sends out circulars 


warning against the ritualists in its midst. It speaks of them as a "rapidly increasing sect," and 
asserts that they propound doctrines which are in direct contradiction with Protestantism. She 
accuses the Ritualists of openly and insolently, where necessary, but also cunningly, advancing 
and beating the Episcopal Church. 
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The purpose of the Society is to oppose the efforts of the ritualists to de-Protestantize the 
Episcopal Church. The purpose of the Society is to oppose the efforts of the ritualists to de- 
Protestantize the Episcopal Church. As doctrines against which it fights, it names especially the 
doctrine of the authority of tradition, of the sacrifice of Christ in Holy Communion, of the sacrificial 
priesthood of preachers, of transubstantiation, of priestly absolution, of auricular confession, and 
of priestly mediation. - How necessary such a movement is within the Episcopal Church is also 
evident from the following letter from a correspondent of the "New York World" in London, in 
which it says: "It is the current taunt of the Established Church people of England that most of the 
clerical 'perverts' to the Roman Catholic Church are really attracted thither by the forms and ceremonies 
of the ritual. Whether or no this be true, nothing has interested or amazed me more in reading the daily 
London papers than the constant iteration of the announcement that the 'Rev. So- and-So, vicar (or 
curate) of Blank, has connected himself with the Church of Rome.' One such brief paragraph of a month 
or so ago stated that sixteen Church of England clergymen had been received into the Roman 
communion during the preceding three months. Today's papers have the announcement of a grand 
wedding at the Brompton Oratory, practically the Roman Catholic Cathedral of London, 'the 
bridegroom being Mr. Algar Thorold, son of the Lord Bishop of Winchester, and the bride Miss Theresa 
Mary Mansel, daughter of the Rev. Owen L. Mansel, M. A., of Church Knowle, Wareham, Dorset.' As 
the ceremony could not have been performed in a Roman Catholic Church unless both parties were 
communicants, it thus appears that the son of a Church of England bishop and the daughter of a Church 
of England vicar were both converts. It is certain that the growth of Roman Catholicism in England 
must be very vigorous just now. Cardinal Vaughan, the handsome and courtly successor of the ascetic 
and scholarly Manning, is a constant and prominent figure at many official dinners, receptions and 
other social functions, and the last Lord Mayor of London was a Papist." - Also, in consequence of 
the missions held in London this year, more than a thousand converts are said to have been 


received into the Roman Church. - Rome rejoices: the day is not far off when England will again 
be a Catholic country! F.B. 


Presbyterians. The General Assembly of the Northern Presbyterians, at its recent meetings 
in Saratoga, telegrammed the offer of union to the Southern Presbyterians. The Southern 
Presbyterians, however, rejected the offer of the Northern Presbyterians by a three-fifths majority 
on the following grounds: "The historic differences between the two Assemblies as to the relation of 
the Church of Christ to civil government. . .. The essential difference between the two Assemblies as 
to woman's sphere and work in the Church of Christ. ... To enter into organic union with the Northern 
Presbyterian Church involves the surrender of the plan of an independent Negro Church, which the 
Assembly regards as essential alike to the religious and social welfare of both races." - This last reason 


is the decisive one with the Southern Presbyterians. The Negro is the obstacle which stands in 
the way of the union of the two bodies. The Southern Presbyterians do not wish to have any 
ecclesiastical communion with the Negro. - This refusal of the Southern Presbyterians to confess 
those whom they themselves consider their brethren, because they are of a different color, is in 
essence a denial 
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Christ himself. For he who refuses to confess his brethren in Christ, to whom Christ Himself 
confesses, consequently also renounces Christ. The Negro preacher Dr. Johnson was quite 


right when he cried out to his white brethren at the "Christian Endeavor meeting" in Cleveland: 


"The white men must admit their colored brethren as full Christians or they will lose Christ themselves." 
F.B: 


ll. Abroad. 


Leipzig Mission. The leaders of the Leipzig Mission played a deplorable role in the dealings 
with the two well-known missionaries, and especially in the defense of their evil cause. In the 
"Annual Report" given at the Leipzig Mission Festival and published in the Mission Gazette, the 
following passage is found where "the dark points" are mentioned: "And in addition to this, as is 
already known to the readers of the Mission Gazette, there was the painful necessity of 
dismissing two young missionaries from the mission service, one of whom had been in the work 
for six years, the other for only four years, because they refused to take communion with us and 
fundamentally refused to obey us. The same spirit which caused a painful rift eighteen years 
ago had now again taken root and made trustful cooperation among our brethren impossible. 
But today as little as then can our mission submit to impositions whose acceptance would not 
have to result in its promotion but in its destruction. Every thing is sustained only by the forces 
by which it came into being. Thus also our mission, which from the beginning was founded on 
the good confession of our church, in order to gather all those for common work who want 
nothing more than the proclamation of the true gospel among the heathen and the building of a 
Lutheran church in India, will only exist and prosper if it makes this confession fully and 
completely, but also this confession alone, the guiding principle of its actions and faithfully 
carries out what it is commanded to do according to it, without interfering in the battle of the 
spirits here in the homeland, which we as missionaries, thank God! and for which we should 
also have no time, because the battle of the spirits in India truly gives us enough to do. Would 
that there were not a lack of capable young men ready to enter into this struggle with a humble, 
joyful, and devoted spirit, and would that we had not a lack of means to send them and to 
maintain and develop the whole work outside." Here, then, the dismissal of the two missionaries 
is motivated by "the good confession of our church." The Leipzig Missionary College did not 
attempt to illuminate the two points of difference with Scripture and confession, but only repeated 
at every opportunity such popular phrases as that the two missionaries went beyond the 
confession with their teaching and their demands. There is also good reason for shying away 
from the light. Furthermore, in the above quotation, the same solution is given to the Leipzig 
missionaries that the directors of the Hermannsburg Mission once inculcated in their subordinate 
missionaries, namely, that they should not interfere in the battle of the spirits in the homeland. 
How? Has not every preacher, every Christian, the duty to avoid all false teaching, to judge and 
to punish wherever he finds it? And how? Are the East Indian missionaries so isolated that they 
need not concern themselves with the home church? Are they not in church, pulpit, and 
communion fellowship with the German "Lutheran" regional churches? Do they not flow out of 
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the German national churches their sustenance? Surely they do not fight against foreign 
enemies when they testify against the false teachers and false doctrines of their German mother 
church. And how? Do they not encounter in their narrower mission field the modern doctrine of 
inspiration? Does the latter not have pronounced representatives in the Leipzig Mission College 
and its adherents among the East Indian missionaries? Did not Nather and Mohn first attack 
their own colleagues for the sake of their false position on Scripture? It is, therefore, a deliberate 
reversal of the point at issue when one calls out to them: "The battle of the spirits in the homeland 
is none of your business. The "Annual Report" sighs about "the spirit" that caused such a painful 
rift 18 years ago and now again. The spirit that speaks out of the announcements of the Leipzig 
Missionary College, also from those of 1876, is certainly not the spirit of truth. - In No. 24 of the 
"Pilgrim from Saxony", Mission Director v. Schwartz publicizes a "Declaration", the first 
paragraph of which reads thus: "Although | leave the omissions of our former missionaries 
Nather and Mohn, in various sheets otherwise unanswered, since the Leipzig Missionary Bulletin 
in No. 4, 8 and 11/12 contains a detailed account of the facts and a report on the proceedings 
of the General Assembly, which unanimously approved the proceedings of the Collegium, the 
outrageous suspicion which Mr. Nather hurls against his former fellow missionaries in No. 23 of 
the Pilgrim compels me to defend myself. There, under No. 2, he denies the faith in the divine 
inspiration of the Holy Scriptures to half of our missionaries gathered for the Synod of 1892. He 
knows that in doing so he is telling the untruth. What half of the Synodals refused to do is merely 
to accept Mr. Nather's doctrine of inspiration as an article of faith. On the other hand, the divine 
inspiration of the sacred Scriptures has, of course, not been doubted by any of our missionaries." 
Let us see to whom the sentence fits, "He knows that he is thereby telling the untruth," whether 
to Missionary Nather or not rather to Missionary Director v. Schwartz. The Mission Director 
declares that it is a deliberate untruth to deny the faith of half the East India Missionaries in the 
divine inspiration of the Holy Scriptures. Now, half of the missionaries have openly declared their 
disagreement with a lecture of Nather, who defended the literal inspiration of the sacred 
Scriptures. They thus pay homage to such a view of inspiration as has recently been advocated 
by Dieckhoff, to whose last writing one of them also expressly referred. But it is a falsehood to 
call such a theory of the origin of Scripture, according to which Scripture came into being from 
a collaboration of divine and human factors, or any theory at all which disavows the inspiration 
of all the words of Scripture from beginning to end, a belief in the divine inspiration of Scripture. 
"All Scripture inspired by God" means and can mean nothing else than that all Scripture, all that 
is written, and not only in general the thoughts, but precisely also all the words that are written, 
are inspired by God. He who denies verbal inspiration, and otherwise spins out of his own mind 
any thoughts about the influence of the Holy Spirit on the holy people of God, denies the divine 
inspiration of the Scriptures, denies what the apostle 2 Tim. 3:16 teaches, and what the Christian 
church has always understood by "divine inspiration of the Scriptures." It is a satanic lie to call 
such a power of one's own mind, such a "doctrine of inspiration" as the modern orthodox have 
devised, inspiration, and to try to cover it with 2 Tim. 3, 16. 
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But Mission Director v. Schwartz is also guilty of a deliberate untruth in the common bourgeois 
sense of the word when he briefly assures the pilgrim readers, i.e. the common Christian people, 
that all Leipzig missionaries share the Christians’ faith in the divine inspiration of Scripture. He 
knows how things stand. If he were honest, he would have to say from his point of view: "It is 
true that the common Christian belief in the divine inspiration of the Holy Scriptures, the belief 
that has been established in Christendom from time immemorial and still lives among the 
common Christian people today, is that the Scriptures are inspired word for word by the Holy 
Spirit and are infallible truth in all respects (as, for example, v. Frank also openly acknowledges). 
This is what Nather and Mohn also confess. Now, however, in more recent times another, freer 
view of the origin of Scripture has gained ground in the Protestant church, even among the so- 
called Lutheran confessional theologians. They teach that only those things in the Bible that 
relate to the salvation of mankind, to faith and life, are God's Word and infallible truth; in 
secondary matters one can also point out errors and contradictions in Scripture. The advocates 
of this view refer especially to the present nature of Scripture. This latter view has also found its 
way into the East Indian mission field. We leave it for the moment undecided which of the two 
views is the correct one. We tolerate both opinions among our missionaries. What the two 
missionaries demand, that the old ecclesiastical doctrine of the inspiration of Scripture should 
have sole dominion in our mission, is indeed in accordance with the concept of doctrinal unity as 
it was common in the old Lutheran Church, but we cannot possibly grant this demand as things 
now stand. In so doing we would split the mission over here and over there into two pieces, two 
halves. And for that we do not care enough about this difference. If v. Schwartz expressed himself 
in this way or something similar, that would at least be open, honest language. But by 
representing the matter as if what the two missionaries teach and demand were a special doctrine 
and a special creed, and as if what about half the East India missionaries hold of the origin of 
Scripture were the common Christian belief of the divine inspiration of the holy Scriptures, he 
makes himself guilty before God and man of untruthfulness and dishonesty, and at the same 
time of deceiving and misleading the common Christian people. And this reproach affects all 
those leaders, members and friends of the Leipzig Mission who agree with Schwartz's way of 
speaking and acting. G. St. 

From Hanover. At this year's Pentecost Conference in Hanover, an association of the 
Hanoverian "Orthodox", Fr. Minchmeyer gave a lecture "on the significance of historical facts for 
the Christian faith". The lecture was based on 8 theses. After Ritschlianism had been touched 
upon and rejected in the first two theses, the following sentences were put forward: "3. The 
foundation of our faith is rather the living Jesus Christ in His entire inner and outer life, as the 
Scriptures testify to Him. In that this Jesus Christ met us in the word of His church as a historical 
fact, His light fell with power into our hearts and consciences, condemning and pardoning us at 
the same time, and thus raised us to a hitherto unknown height of our innermost, moral life, so 
that, in spite of the reluctance of the natural man, it became difficult for us to shut out this light 
again from our hearts and to throw ourselves down again from this height of our life. 4 This is 
how this Jesus Christ has inspired faith in us. 
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And through faith a new life, the life of sonship, is wrought: he as a fact, yea, as the most 
important fact of the history of the world; and so this historical fact of the whole inward and 
outward life of JESUS CHRIST is the ground of our faith, so that when it falls to us, our faith falls 
with it. 5 It may indeed happen that a man at first sees Christ only imperfectly, and even through 
such imperfect seeing a beginning of faith may be wrought. But Christ is a united person, and 
what a man sees in him at first in bits and pieces, that points him on to the whole. And everything 
that man then sees in Christ becomes not only the content but also the reason for his faith. Thus 
the ground of faith is always the whole Christ, so far as man sees him. (6) But if we ask what are 
the facts into which the one fact of the life of Jesus is divided, we must proceed from the new 
relation into which we know ourselves to be placed by him to God. For He is first and foremost 
our reconciler, and only in this and through this is He also the perfect revealer of God." This, to 
be sure, is a new way of speaking of the person and work of Christ. Of the fact that Christ is the 
Son of God, truly God, born of the Father in eternity, and only then, if he is truly God, can he 
also be our reconciler and work the life of filiation in us, neither here nor in the other theses is a 
syllable mentioned. The highest thing that is said of Christ is that he is called "the perfect revealer 
of God." So also all rationalists say. The proposition that the beginning of faith can be wrought 
even by an imperfect seeing of Christ, can scarcely mean anything else than that even one who 
regards Christ as a mere man can yet have the beginning of Christian faith. This assertion, 
however, overthrows the whole of Christianity. It is hardly understandable that in the following 
discussion only approving statements were made. The Hanoverian orthodox must have lost all 
sense of the difference between pure and false doctrine, between truth and falsehood. But this is 
only the natural consequence of the tolerance which for years and decades they have accorded 
to unbelief. G. St. 

From Thuringia. At the "Thuringian Church Conference" held in Orlamiinde during the week 
of Pentecost, Oberkirchenrath Keller from Bautzen spoke about "the authority of the Holy 
Scriptures according to the doctrine of the Lutheran Church and modern biblical criticism". Such 
statements as: "The doctrine of inspiration must proceed from the real nature, meaning, and 
purpose of the Bible, and must establish and set forth the cooperation of the Holy Spirit as causa 


principalis and the God-governed human personality" prove that the speaker has no idea of the 
Lutheran Church's real doctrine of inspiration, or, if he does know it, that he uses the name 
"Lutheran" only as a cover for his un-Lutheran and un-Christian conception. The same is true of 
all the conference fellows, who received such omissions approvingly. G. St. 

In its June issue, the "Kirchliches Monatsblatt fir die evangelischen Gemeinden 
Rheinlands und Westfalens" (Church Monthly for the Protestant Congregations of Rhineland 
and Westphalia) calls the fact that the professor of theology O. Pfleiderer is allowed to remain in 
his chair in Berlin "a completely unbearable annoyance". In support of this claim, it refers to the 
book written by Pfleiderer in 1887, "Das Urchristenthum," in which the aforementioned not only 
denies "any historical basis" for all resurrection phenomena, but also regards the other narratives 
of the evangelists as "not historical. 
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The magazine describes these as "legends", "which, the longer they lived, the more they 
embellished and covered up the image of Jesus that lives on in our memory". After this 
demonstration, the magazine comes to the question: "Can it be endured that the evangelical 
church should entrust the formation of its future clergy to a man who tears the dear Gospels, this 
precious jewel of Christianity, to pieces, page by page, and throws the scraps at our feet? | would 
like to see him who would be able to answer this question with a confident yes. Why does Prof. 
Pfleiderer not let himself be transferred to the philosophical faculty? There he can calmly work 
out the future religion he dreams of, composed of Christianity and Buddhism. But that the 
students of Protestant theology should be deprived of all confidence in the historical truth of 
Christianity by such prophets of unbelief is felt by the Christian community as a quite intolerable 
nuisance." Well, then, let us say good-bye to this vexation, and leave such a corrupt church, 
which burdens the Christian congregation with quite intolerable vexations. He who bears what 
cannot and must not be borne, judges himself. G. St. 

From Wiirttemberg. A new petition for the abolition of the Apostolicon in Baptism and 
Confirmation has been submitted by several laymen to the Regional Synod in Wirttemberg. It 
has the following wording: "High Synod! On May 18 of last year, 72 lay members of the Lutheran 
Church of Wuerttemberg petitioned the Royal Consistory to allow those clergy and laity who 
cannot reconcile their convictions with the public profession of faith, which has become doubtful 
to them in some points, to profess the Gospel instead, simply and plainly. After the petition was 
published, another 104 lay members of our church joined in this request. The royal consistory 
did not give any answer to this special request. However, when on July 25 of last year Lic. theol. 
Chr. Schrempf asked the Royal Consistory that his little daughter, who was born on April 16 of 
the same year, be received into the fellowship of the national church through baptism according 
to church custom, but without the application of the so-called Apostolic Creed, the Royal 
Consistory denied him this request. We, the undersigned, find ourselves in a similar position as 
Chr. Schrempf. We have convinced ourselves that it would be an injustice if in the future, in 
keeping with church tradition, we were to make a confession on the occasion of baptism that we 
cannot simply confess as our own before God and man. Likewise, we are unable in the future to 
give our consent to our children or godchildren, on the occasion of Confirmation, to make a 
confession and a vow for which they do not possess the necessary maturity. We therefore ask 
the high Synod to do its part so that we may be granted the request expressed in our petition to 
the Royal Consistory of May 18, 1893. Since our request does not contradict the Holy Scriptures 
in any way, but the requirement to make the "apostolic" profession of faith at baptism and 
confirmation seems to us to contradict the mind of Jesus and the spirit of our church, we consider 
ourselves not only entitled, but even obligated, to address this request to a Protestant church 
community and its legal representation." 

Storker. With Stécker, the Berlin court preacher off duty, it obviously goes further and 
further downhill. He was never a confessional Lutheran, but always a Unionist, a modern 
theologian. But in earlier years, he had, after all, been the one who had been able to overcome 
the radical unbelief that was increasingly infiltrating the German regional churches. 
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has resolutely stood up for the Apostles' Creed and has testified against the Protestant 
Association. But now he makes common cause with the open enemies of the Christian faith. With 
Harnack and comrades he has founded the Protestant Social Congress and united with them in 
common work. Recently this congress met in Frankfurt. When a pastor appeared at the meeting 
and called upon Professor Harnack, who was present in person, to repent for the trouble he had 
caused by his attack on the apostolic symbolism, it was just St6cker who turned with indignation 
against that pastor. Thus he has also recently declared publicly in the Landtag that he still wants 
to leave atheists as members of the church, and he referred with satisfaction to the fact that he 
had supported the election of the Protestant Unionist Professor Hinschius among his party 
comrades in the provincial synod. Stécker's position on the presently burning question of 
inspiration can be seen from the introductory address he gave as chairman of the Berlin Pastoral 
Conference. Among other things he said: "In our text it says: the church is to be built on the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets, since Jesus Christ is the cornerstone! The house of 
God must therefore rest on the foundation of the holy Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments. 
People today want to detach the church from the apostles and prophets. | do not believe that this 
is possible. The question of the day is: Is the sacred Scripture still safe ground for building? It is 
one of the achievements of recent theology that we have tempered the 17th century theory of 
inspiration. We cannot maintain the inspiration of the form, of the letter, which was not recognized 
either in the ancient church or in the period of the Lutheran Reformation." (How often has this 
assertion been nailed down as a lie, in journals and in books!) "Painful as it is to us, we must 
say: whoever, in the renewal of the Christian Church, has built the faith on this foundation of the 
inspiration of the form, must not be surprised that this form does not hold stitch." Against this and 
similar remarks of Stoecker's objection arose at the conference, admittedly only in a very dull 
way. One pastor, Diestelkamp, emphasized the unconditional credibility of the Holy Scriptures, 
and Pastor Knak countered the former court preacher: If he had called the getting free from the 
old theory of inspiration an achievement of science, that was also a hypothesis, just as the 
assertion: not the whole Bible is God's word. But just in his reply that he rejected only the theory 
of inspiration, which not only in religious, but also in geographic and historical matters, held the 
Bible to be authoritative, to be inspired, Stoecker showed his thoroughly modern unbelieving 
position on the Holy Scriptures. This is what happens when, against one's better judgment, one 
pulls with the unbelievers on a foreign yoke, when one works together with the enemies of the 
Christian faith in the social field! le .Fe 

On the subject of the conversion of Protestant princes to the Roman Church, the "Kirchliche 
Correspondenz" (Church Correspondence) offers a reflection on the fate of those sovereign 
princely families who have fallen away from the Protestant faith. The Bourbon Henry IX of France 
held Paris worthy of a mass; his descendants persecuted the Huguenots, who had helped the 
King of Navarre to the throne of France, in the most cruel manner. After 200 years the throne of 
the Bourbons collapsed. Today the Bourbons and the Orléans are banished from France! The 
Count Palatine of Neuburg became Catholic in 1613; his son inherited the Palatine electorship 
and expelled his reformed subjects in 1685; 
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after 57 years his descendants were extinct. The Zweibriickers became Catholic in order to be 
able to rule in Bavaria. In 1844, the grandson of the converted Michael, Ludwig I, wanted to force 
Protestant soldiers to bend the knee before the monstrance. Four years later his "dear 
Munichers", zealous Catholics, induced him to descend from the throne. The Eoburg Leopold 
1st of Belgium had his children brought up Catholic. His daughter is insane, two grandsons died 
unexpectedly at a young age; one granddaughter is the widow of Crown Prince Rudolf of Austria. 
The succession in Belgium rests on two eyes. The so-called "strong" August of Saxony turned 
to the Roman Church in order to become King of Poland. After ten years he was expelled from 
Poland, and though he was reinstated, only his sonAugust III could claim the Polish crown. He 
had to flee from Saxony at the beginning of the Seven Years' War, after his confession had 
driven him to the side of Austria; he returned to Dresden, only to die there. The great-grandson 
of "Strong August" lost half of his Saxon hereditary lands in the Peace of Vienna; this was about 
what Moritz had received for his union with the Spaniard Charles X. against the Schmalkaldic 
League, - and Lusatia, which Johann Georg acquired as a reward for leaving the cause of the 
Protestants in the Thirty Years' War. 

From Hesse-Nassau. The collection of novelties with which the modern school enters the 
market has been increased by an "invention" which we do not want to withhold from our readers 
for the sake of its wonder. "Reform des evangelisch-theologischen Unterrichts, ein Vorschlag 
zur Beilegung des evangelischen Kirchenstreits" is the title of an article in the "Pastoralblatte fir 
den Cousistorialbezirk Kasfel" No. 7, against the contents of which, by the way, the editors 
expressly object. The unnamed author, described in your note as a "liberal theologian," assumes 
that the old and new faiths have equal rights; the latter in so far as it began more than a hundred 
years ago and is to be respected according to the right of "tradition. The summus episcopus has 
to see to it that "no member of the evangelical church communities subject to him is offended in 
his traditional rights"! "If the state ecclesiastical government has respect for what exists and 
understands its tasks correctly, it must see to it that the two directions can remain together in 
the ecclesiastical communities as before, at least that one is not expelled from the other. The 
state, however, has especially this duty." The author has evidently overlooked the fact that Social 
Democracy has already existed for a hundred years and thus possesses the "right of tradition. 
What great economy, according to the author, would result from this for the life of the state, need 
not be said. But in the church - -? After this unfortunate beginning, the author moves on to the 
theological faculties, because these "particularly influence the ecclesiastical-religious currents". 
"Our universities are based on the principle of free research, unhampered by anything." "The 
reputation of the church itself, at least among the educated, rests to a large extent among us on 
the reputation of Protestant theological science." If, therefore, the church were to have an 
influence on the filling of theological chairs, or if the training of clergy were to be left to the 
individual church communities, with the abolition of the state theological faculties, "the reputation 
of the Protestant clergy would be lost." As if "reputation" were an ecclesiastical factor at all! The 
Lord of the Church, at least, was "the All- 
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the most despised and unworthy". In order to put everything in order, the author wants the 
theological discipline to be divided into scientific and practical. From the outset, practical theology 
has no claim to scientificity, for it consists only of a "conglomerate of the most diverse knowledge, 
for which, for reasons of expediency, a clear system is sought. Systematic theology is not much 
better; "what is really scientific about it is philosophy; for the rest, it is the ecclesiastical doctrine 
of faith and morals, different according to the confession of the individual ecclesiastical 
communities". These two disciplines can be safely separated from scientific theology and given 
to ecclesiastical seminaries. "The remaining theological disciplines (Old Testament, New 
Testament exegesis, church and dogma history), on the other hand, are purely scientific, 
historical disciplines. Any interference of ecclesiastical points of view is here from the Uebel!" 
One can hardly believe one's eyes when one reads all this. The practical theology a 
conglomerate! The church has nothing to do with exegesis! Not even with its own history, the 
history of the church! But the most wonderful thing comes at the end. If, according to the author's 
suggestions, a student of theology is first happily brought at the university by science, which is 
now, of course, taught only by representatives of the modern school, into an absolute 
contradiction of the faith and doctrine of the Church, he is to be immersed, before he enters the 
service of the Church, in the bath of the ecclesiastical seminaries, where they are able to give 
him "the right mediation between practice and science." It will be enough for our readers to have 
these samples. None of the "liberal theologians" of our day has ever expressed himself more 
confusedly, and we gladly believe the editor of the Hessisches Pastoralblatt that he has included 
this article only of necessity. (A. E. L. K.) - Well, what compelled him? 

The City Council in Vienna had approved the purchase of pictures of Christ for the 
elementary schools and had granted a considerable sum for this purpose, although the schools 
of Austria are interconfessional. The "Padagogium", which is published by Dr. Dittes, who is 
highly celebrated in the liberal world of teachers, is not a little upset about this. It reproaches the 
otherwise liberal Viennese city councillor "for not having had enough moral strength to oppose 
the reactionary wind, whose oppressive breath, like an unnerving sirocco, is at present roaring 
over our heads. To compare the installation of pictures of Christ in the schools with an unnerving 
sirocco is indeed a strong statement, but it proves anew how the liberal world of teachers is 
hastening towards antichristianity. (A. E. L. K.) 

Carnot's murder gives the German "Reichsbote" cause to raise a serious cry of repentance: 
"Far more than a million francs have been spent on wreaths, and under these mountains of 
flowers the Mene Tekel is concealed, which also lies in the fact that the President of France who 
has now fallen at the hands of murderers was the grandson of the man who, with Robespierre, 
signed Louis XVI's death warrant! Serious thoughts of repentance are smothered in mountains 
of flowers, and one imagines oneself to be as good as a miracle and to form pillars of the state 
and social order when one demonstrates against anarchism with wreaths of flowers. So much 
has one lost the healthy moral seriousness of the conscience that bows before the divine world 
order! They indulge in sentimental, philosophical phrases, and cast out those who remind us of 
God's law and gospel as reactionaries to the temple of culture. And yet it remains true beyond 
and on this side of the Vosges: the apostasy from God, this primal 
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sin, is the source of ruin, and the only thing that can really save from the impending catastrophe 
of revolution is the return to God and theGeltendmachung of the Christian moral world order in 
private as in public, in economic as in social life." 

From France. Under the name "The small religions in Paris" Jules Bois has summarized 14 
studies in which he illuminates a number of sects that have their adherents in Paris and partly 
also their places of worship. First he names the "last pagans", the last worshippers of Jupiter, 
Mercury and Minerva. At present they are said to have melted down to one, the old professor of 
Greek Louis Ménard, whose last co-religionist died in insanity. The "Swedenborgians" number 
about 200 members, and form a solid congregation, uniting every Sunday in a small prayer-room 
behind the Pantheon. The "Buddhists" are divided into two sects. One is more scientifically 
concerned with Buddhism and has allowed a Japanese Buddhist to hold his service in their 
museum without any intention of propaganda. The other sect, led by the professor of Oriental 
languages, de Rosny, seeks to spread Buddhism among the educated. The teaching courses of 
de Rosny have become a kind of mission, where gentlemen and ladies are initiated into 
Buddhism. But the foundation of an actual Buddhist community is not in his intention. The 
"Theosophists," numbering 300, have survived the death of their founder, but their present chief, 
A. Matthey, is not very hopeful; he says the mystic movement will cease on December 31, 1899, 
and will not begin again until January 1, 1995. The "Cult of Light" is represented by a Mrs. Lucie 
Grange at Auteuil. She unites the Virgin Mary with the ancient world of the gods and with Ists. 
The "Vintrasism" founded by the factory supervisor Vintras in 1839 was continued by Abbé 
Boullon. Vintras incarnated the prophet Elias, Boullon John the Baptist. The fight against 
Satanism was their life's vocation. Boullon's successor, Rou de Fort, died soon after him, and 
now his widow is at the head of the sect. The "Cultus of Humanity" was founded by August Comte, 
an enemy of religion. In his old age he fell in platonic love with Clotilde de Vaux, to whom he 
dedicated a rapturous cultus after her death. This culminated in his will in the deification of 
woman, and one of his admirers was found who continued the cult. The "Luciferians," who also 
call themselves "Palladists," are related to Freemasonry, and bear a decidedly anti-Christian 
character. Their headquarters are in Charlestown, England. Their executive committee is at 
Rome, their administration, so at least Jules Bois asserts, at Berlin. Cornelius Herz and 
Bleichréder are said to be Palladists; a certain Sophie Walder plays the part of prophetess. She 
resides in Paris, as sovereign Grand Master for France, Switzerland, and Belgium. The 
worshippers of Lucifer, by the way, claim that their morals are as pure as those of the worshippers 
of God. They repudiate all communion with the "Satanists," who read the "black mass," and call 
their ceremonies the "white mass," but make use of a black host. The "Essenes" are also 
represented in Paris by a lady, Mrs. Marie G6rard. She asserts that not only Christ was an Essene 
in his youth, but that the Virgin of Orleans, who as the female Messiah completed the work of the 
male Redeemer, also belonged to this sect. On the other hand, the Essenes detest the Apostle 
Paul because he was neither a "spiritualist" nor a "feminist". The "Gnostics", whose head is an 
archivist Doinel in Orleans, consider themselves the successors of the Albi- 
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genser of the Middle Ages. They pretend to be Catholics, but are denied by the Catholic clergy. 

Finally, the "Cult of Isis," which, according to Thierry, seeks to attract the lowest classes of people 

through noisy ceremonies, is considered by Jules Bois to be the best of the "small religions. He 

himself belongs to it and considers it most suitable to satisfy the modern need for a spiritualistic 

faith, because it is basically monotheistic and expresses the theory of goodness most clearly. 
(A. E. L. K.) 

From England. In 1893 the British Bible Society distributed 3,664,456 copies of holy 
scriptures, whole Bibles, Testaments, Gospels, Psalters, etc., in Great Britain, France, Spain, 
Italy, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Turkey, Egypt, India, Persia, Japan, China, Australia, New 
Zealand, Africa, South America, and Canada. There were 600 colporteurs and 402 so-called 
Bible women active; the latter, who not only sell, but also read aloud and sometimes even 
explain, especially in India (291), Ceylon (69), Syria and Palestine (14), Egypt (16), China (8), 
Mauritius and the Seychelles (4). At the same time the Society is endeavouring to withdraw more 
and more from Protestant countries. In Sweden and Holland this is already the case, and in 
Germany it hopes soon to be so far. A year ago it closed its accounts with a considerable deficit; 
this year it closes with a surplus of 228,740 Mk. on a total income of 4,685,680 Mk 

From Arabia. A promising field for the mission of the Jews seems to be opening up in Arabia. 
Some years ago poor Yemenite Jews from Arabia came to Jerusalem and settled on the slopes 
of Mount Oel. They received much kindness from the missionaries of the London Jewish Society 
and others. These Jews had never heard of Christ or seen Christians before, and the kindness 
shown them by Christians made a deep impression on them, especially in contrast to the Jews 
in Jerusalem, who had no sympathy for them. One of their leaders wrote to the Rabbi at Aemen, 
describing to him in vivid colors the Christians and their doctrine. Rabbi Yhya replied, "As for the 
Christians, you say they are pious and benevolent people. We cannot say anything, for we have 
never seen a Christian until now; there is not a single one in all Yemen. And as for the book you 
sent us (the New Testament), we have never seen one like it. This religion is quite new to us, 
and since the destruction of the first Temple, when our emigration from the land of Israel took 
place, we have heard nothing of it." There are now several Yemenite branches near Jerusalem, 
which Pastor J. Jamal visits regularly. He writes that they hear the gospel with great readiness. 
After asking him to speak to a Yemenite congregation who listened for two hours without 
interruption, some were heard to say, "If this Christian rabbi went to our home Yemen, we are 
convinced that hundreds of our people would accept his faith." The Jewish Mission of Mildmay 
(London) hopes now soon to be able to send a missionary to this hopeful field of labor in Arabia. 

(A. E. L. K.) 


Doctrine and Defense. 


Volume 40 Santamher 1804 No 9 


The doctrine of justification according to the Apology. 


IV. 


As thoroughly and extensively as Melanchthon presents the Roman doctrine of 
justification by works in the Apology, he also evaluates it in an equally 
comprehensive, sharp and scriptural manner. Everyone who still has a small remnant 
of Christian knowledge, Christian sense and feeling left must already recognize from 
the presentation which the Apology gives of the Roman doctrine, without being guilty 
of any distortion of it, that in it he is dealing with an anti-biblical doctrine. But 
Melanchthon, in the evaluation that he has interwoven throughout his presentation, 
tears the last shreds of seductive appearance from its body, so that it can no longer 
hide its pagan shame from anyone who does not want to close his eyes. He shows 
that it is impossible for the natural man to earn righteousness before God, because 
he cannot fulfill the law of God. Even if man could bring himself to the outward 
fulfillment of the law, to justitia civilis, he could not satisfy the commandments of the 
first table, especially the requirement of love. Even the Christian, though he has 
received the Holy Spirit, cannot boast of perfect fulfillment of the law. The way to 
righteousness and salvation, which the Roman church points out to the sinner, is 
therefore an impossible and false way, a doctrine contrary to Scripture, abominable, 
blasphemous, a denial, reviling, and desecration of Christ, his merit, and the whole 
gospel, a doctrine which leads either to carnal security, or to a lack of love, a doctrine 
that leads either to carnal security or despair and, especially at the hour of death, 
‘leaves the challenged completely in the lurch, yes, a doctrine with which the Roman 
church imprints itself with the stamp of antichristianity and which is basically nothing 
other than naked paganism itself. Melanchthon sums up his judgment of the Roman 
doctrine in 91:25, 28: "For thus | conclude and am certain: it is true and not 
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It is not true that we should merit forgiveness of sin by our works. It is also a lie and 
not true that a man can become righteous and godly for God by his works and 
outward piety. It is also a lie and not true that human reason should be able by its 
powers to love God above all things, to keep his commandment, to fear him, to 
stand sure that God will answer prayer, to give thanks to God, and to be obedient 
in tribulations and other things commanded by God's law, as not coveting other 
people's goods, and so on. For reason is not able to do all these things, though it is 
able to live outwardly honestly and to do good works to some extent. Neither is it 
fancied, and not true, and blasphemy against Christ, that they should be without sin 
who keep the commandment of God outwardly only, without spirit and grace in their 
hearts. And as we do not obtain forgiveness of sin by other good works and virtues, 
but for patience, for chastity, for obedience to authority, and yet the virtues follow 
where there is faith; so also we do not receive forgiveness of sin for the love of God, 
though it remain not without where this faith is." 113, 31. "Nos igitur etsi sentimus ac 
docemus, bona opera necessario facienda esse (debet enim sequi fidem inchoata legis 
impletio), tamen Christo suum honorem reddimus. Sentimus ac docemus, quod fide propter 
Christum coram Deum (Deo ?) justi reputemur, quod non reputemur justi propter opera sine 
mediatore Christo, quod non mereamur remissionem peccatorum, gratiam et justitiam per 
opera, quod opera nostra non possimus opponere irae et judicio Dei, quod opera non possint 
terrores peccati vincere, sed quod sola fide vincantur terrores peccati, quod tantum mediator 
Christus per fidem opponendus sit irae et judicio Dei. Si quis secus sentit, non reddit Christo 
debitum honorem, qui propositus est, ut sit propitiator, ut per ipsum habeamus accessum ad 
Patrem. Loquimur autem nunc de justitia, per quam agimus cum Deo, non cum hominibus, 
sed qua apprehendimus gratiam et pacem conscientiae. Non potest autem conscientia pacata 
reddi coram Deo, nisi sola fide, quae statuit nobis Deum placatum esse propter Christum, 
juxta illud (Rom. 5, 1): Justificati, ex fide, pacem habemus; quia justificatio tantum est res 


gratis promissa propter Christum, quare sola fide semper coram Deo accipitur." 123, 93- 
96. 

That it is impossible to be justified and saved before God by the law and the 
works of the law, for the simple reason that man cannot keep the law, is stated in 
the Apology when it says 115:37: "Therefore Christ does not want love and works 
to be the treasure by which sins are paid for, which is the blood of Christ... . For if 
we cannot obtain forgiveness of sin and reconciliation of God through Christ without 
merit, no one will have forgiveness of sin unless he has kept the whole law. For 
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The law maketh no man righteous unto God, so long as it accuseth us. No one can 
boast that he has done enough for the law. Therefore we must seek comfort in other 
ways, namely in Christ. Now let us answer the question which we put above, Why 
does love or dilectio make no man righteous for God? The adversaries therefore 
think that love is the fulfilling of the law; therefore it would be true that love makes 
us righteous, if we kept the law. But who may truthfully say or boast that he keeps 
the law and loves God as the law commands? We have shown above, that therefore 
God made the promise of grace, that we should not be able to keep the law. 
Wherefore also Paul saith at every place, that by the law we cannot be justified unto 
God. The adversaries must be far mistaken in this matter, for in this matter they look 
to the law alone. For all human reason and wisdom cannot judge otherwise than that 
one must become righteous through the law, and that he who outwardly keeps the 
law is holy and righteous. But the gospel turns us round, and directs us from the law 
to the divine promises, and teaches that we are not justified by the law, for no man 
can keep it; but by the reconciliation made to us for Christ's sake, which we receive 
by faith alone. For before we fulfill a title to the law, there must first be faith in Christ, 
by which we are reconciled to God, and first obtain forgiveness of sins." "Ac prodeat 
aliquis ex adversariis - so therefore Melanchthon 139, 181 challenges the papists in 
the name of God -, qui doceat nos de hac dilectione, quomodo ipse diligat Deum. Prorsus, 
quid dicant, non intelligunt, tantum vocabulum dilectionis non intellectum reddunt, sicut 


parietes ." 

Of course, it did not occur to the Lutherans to deny, as the Romans so readily 
sought to portray it, that the natural man could lead an outwardly respectable life by 
his own efforts and accomplish what was called civilia opera, justitia rationis. We hold," 
writes Melanchthon 91:22-24, showing that he knows how to judge civil justice just 
as well as to appreciate it properly, "we hold and speak of outward piety in this way, 
that God demands and wants such an outwardly honorable life, and for God's sake 
one must do the same good works that are commanded in the Ten Commandments. 
For the law is our taskmaster, and the law is given to the unrighteous. For the Lord 
God wills that gross sinners be prevented by outward discipline, and to maintain this 
he gives law, ordains authority, and gives learned and wise men to govern. And thus 
to lead an outwardly honorable life and walk, reason is able to some extent from its 
powers, although it is often hindered by inherent weakness and by the wiles of the 
devil. 
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is hindered. Although | gladly give such an outward life and good works as much 
praise as they deserve, for in this life and in worldly affairs nothing is better than 
honesty and virtue, as Aristotle says that neither the morning star nor the evening 
star is more lovely and beautiful than honesty and righteousness, just as God also 
rewards such virtue with bodily gifts: nevertheless, good works and such a life should 
not be so highly exalted that it is enough to disgrace Christ. What Melanchthon 


counted among these opera civilia he had already indicated in the Augustana, 43, 4- 
7, in these words: "Esse fatemur liberum arbitrium omnibus hominibus, habens quidem 
judicium rationis, non per quod sit idoneum in iis, quae ad Deum pertinent, sine Deo aut 
inchoare aut certe peragere, sed tantum in operibus vitae praesentis tam bonis quam etiam 
malis. Bonis dico, quae de bono naturae oriuntur, id est velle laborare in agro, velle 
manducare et bibere, velle habere amicum, velle habere indumenta, velle fabricare domum, 
uxorem velle ducere, pecora nutrire, artem discere diversarum rerum bonarum, vel quidquid 
bonum ad praesentem pertinet vitam. Quae omnia non sine divino gubernaculo subsistunt, 
imo ex ipso et per ipsum sunt et esse coeperunt. Malis vero dico, ut est velle idolum colere, 
velle homicidium etc." To be sure, even Melanchthon cannot help confessing that 
even in these pieces of purely civil justice the philosophers and best among the 
heathen would not have made it far. "Nam - it says 46, 31-34 - nam humanae vires sine 
Spiritu Sancto plenae sunt impiis affectibus et sunt imbecilliores, quam ut bona opera possint 
efficere coram Deo. Adhaec sunt in potestate diaboli, qui impellit homines ad varia peccata, 
ad impias opiniones, ad manifesta scelera; quemadmodum est videre in philosophis, qui et 
ipsi conati honeste vivere, tamen id non potuerunt efficere, sed contaminati sunt multis 
manifestis sceleribus. Talis est imbecillitas hominis, quum est sine fide et sine Spiritu Sancto 


et tantum humanis viribus se gubernat." 

The Apology, in the nineteenth article, "On the Cause of Sins," 218, 70-76, 
speaks in detail about this: "And we also say that reason, to a certain extent, has 
free will. For in those things which can be grasped and comprehended by reason, 
we have free will. In some measure there is in us a capacity to live outwardly 
honorably, to speak of God, to perform outward worship or holy acts, to obey 
authority and parents, not to steal, not to kill. For since after Adam's fall the natural 
reason remains, that | know evil and good in the things which are to be understood 
by sense and reason, so also in some measure is the ability of our free will to live 
honorably or dishonorably. This is what the Scriptures call the righteousness of the 
law or of the flesh, 
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which reason is able to do to a certain extent without the Holy Spirit; although the 
inherent evil desire is so powerful that men follow it more often than reason, and the 
devil, who, as Paul says, works powerfully in the ungodly, provokes the poor, weak 
nature to all sins without ceasing. And this is the cause why even few of the natural 
reason lead an honorable life, as we see that even few philosophers, who 
nevertheless strive hard after it, have led an honorable outward life rightly. But this 
is false and untruthful, that those should be without sin who do such works apart 


from grace, or that such good works should merit forgiveness of sin and grace de 


congruo. For such hearts as are without the Holy Spirit are without the fear of God, 
without faith, without trust, not believing that God will hear them, that he will forgive 
their sin, that he will help them in their need. Therefore they are ungodly. An evil 
tree cannot bear good fruit, and without faith no one can please God. . .. Wherefore 
it is good to make a clear distinction between these things, namely, that reason and 
free will are able to live outwardly honorably to a certain extent, but to be born again, 
to get inwardly a different heart, mind, and courage, this only the Holy Spirit works. 
So there remains worldly outward discipline; for God does not want to have a 
clumsy, wild, impudent nature and life, and yet a right distinction is made between 
outward worldliness and godliness, and the godliness that is for God, which is not 
philosophically outward, but inwardly in the heart. And we have not invented this 
distinction, but the holy Scriptures make it clear. Thus Augustine also acts, and 
recently Guilielmo Parisiensi also diligently wrote and acted. But those who invent 
and dream for themselves that men are able to keep God's law without the Holy 
Spirit, and that the Holy Spirit will give us grace in view of our merit, have shamefully 
suppressed this necessary doctrine." 218. 219, 70-76. 

Thus, as readily as the Apology admits, on the one hand, that man is able to 
perform justitia civilis, it denies, on the other hand, that man is able to do anything 


that can be imputed to him as justice coram Deo. Especially the commandments of 
the first tablet he is not able to fulfill. Page 110, 9, 10: "Although reason is able to 
lead an honorable life and to do the outward works of the law without Christ, without 
the Holy Spirit of innate light, it is nevertheless certain, as stated above, that no one 
is able to fulfill the highest parts of the divine law, as turning the whole heart to God 
and esteeming him great with the whole heart, which is demanded in the first table 
and in the first highest commandment, without the Holy Spirit. The adversaries see 
only the commandments of the other table of Moses, which are 
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They also speak of outward honesty, which reason understands better, and think 
that by such outward good works they keep God's law. But they do not look at the 
first tablet, which commands us to love God with all our heart, not to waver or doubt 
that God is angry because of our sins, to fear God with all our heart, to trust in our 
hearts that God is not far away, that he hears our prayers, and so on. Now, before 
we are born again by the Holy Spirit, we are all of the Adamic kind, in that our hearts 
certainly despise God's wrath, judgment, and punishment, and are hateful and 
hostile to his judgment and punishment. Now if all the children of Adam are born in 
such great sins, that we all of a kind despise God, doubting his word, his promise, 
and his judgment, verily our best good works, which we do before we are born again 
by the Holy Ghost, must be sinful and damnable works for God, though they be good 
for the world: for they proceed out of an evil, ungodly, unclean heart, as Paul saith, 
Rom. 14:23, Whatsoever proceedeth not by faith is sin. For all such saints of works 
do works without faith, despising God in their hearts, and believing as little that God 
would take care of them as Epicurus believed. The contempt of God inwardly must 
ever make the works filthy and sinful, though they are beautiful to men; for God 
searcheth the hearts. Wherefore, though we concede that it is in our power to do 
such outward works, yet we say that free will and reason are not able to do anything 
in spiritual things, namely, to believe God truly, to rely assuredly that God is with us, 
will hear us, will forgive our sin, etc. For these are the right, high, noblest good works 
of the first table in the Ten Commandments; which no man's heart can do without 
the light and grace of the Holy Spirit, as Paul says to the Corinthians: The natural 
man heareth nothing of the Spirit of God. That is, a man who is not enlightened by 
God's Spirit hears nothing at all from natural reason of God's will or divine things. 
And this is what men feel when they ask their hearts how they are against God's will, 
whether they are sure that God is aware of them and hears them. For to believe 
these things assuredly, and so to venture and rely wholly on an invisible God, and, 
as Peter saith (1 Ep. 1:8), to love and magnify Christ, whom we see not, is hard even 
for the saints; how then shall it be easy in the ungodly? For we begin to believe 
aright, when first our hearts are troubled, and are restored by Christ, being born 
again by the Holy Ghost, as it was said above." 93, 35. 219, 73. 74. 

To his opponents Melanchthon urges especially this moment, that it is 
psychologically impossible and purely inconceivable that the natural man can love 
God by his own powers as long as he believes that 
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God was angry with him because of his sins. Man could only hate God as long as 
he stood before him as objectum terribile. He could love him only when God was 
recognized and grasped in the gospel through faith as objectum amabile. "It is said in 
110:8 that it is impossible for a man's heart to love God by the law alone, or by his 
work. For the law alone shows God's wrath and severity; the law accuses us and 
shows how he will punish sin so terribly both with temporal and eternal punishments. 
Therefore what the scholastici speak of the love of God is a dream, and it is 
impossible to love God before we know and take hold of mercy by faith. For only 
then does God become objectum amabile, a lovely blessed sight. Ac ne diligere quidem 
possumus iratum Deum, et lex semper accusat nos, semper ostendit iratum Deum. Necesse 
est igitur nos prius fide apprehendere promissionem, quod propter Christum Pater sit 
placatus et ignoscat. Postea incipimus legem facere. Procul a ratione humana, procul a Moise 
rejiciendi sunt oculi in Christum, et sentiendum, quod Christus sit nobis datus, ut propter 
eum justi reputemur. Legi nunquam in carne satisfacimus. Ita igitur justi reputamur non 
propter legem, sed propter Christum, quia hujus merita nobis donantur, si in eum credimus. 
... Legem Dei humana natura non potest facere, non potest Deum diligere. Adversarii de 
obe- dientia erga legem dicunt, non dicunt de obedientia erga evangelium, quum tamen legi 
non possimus obedire, nisi renati per evangelium, quum non possimus diligere Deum, nisi 
accepta remissione peccatorum. Donec enim sentimus eum nobis irasci, natura humana fugit 
iram et judicium ejus." 138, 174-176. 140, 190. "As long as the heart has not peace 
for God, it cannot be just; for it pleads for God's wrath, and despairs, and wants God 
not to judge. Therefore the heart cannot be just and pleasing to God unless it has 
peace with God. Now faith alone satisfieth the heart, and bringeth it to rest and life, 
Romans 5:1, confidently and freely trusting in God's promise for Christ's sake. But 
our works do not satisfy the heart, for we always find that they are not pure. 
Therefore it must follow that we are acceptable and righteous to God by faith alone, 
if we conclude in our hearts that God will be gracious to us, not on account of our 
works and the fulfillment of the law, but by pure grace for Christ's sake. What can 
the adversaries raise against this ground?" 116, 40. "Thus is ever this foolishly and 
unskillfully spoken of by the adversaries, that men, who are also guilty of eternal 
wrath, obtain forgiveness of sins by love, or actum elicitum dilectionis; when it is 
impossible to love God, if the heart have not first obtained forgiveness of sins by 
faith. For there can ever be a heart that is in anguish, and 
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If you feel God's wrath, do not love God, but give breath to your heart, he will comfort 
you and show himself merciful again. For because he terrifies and thus attacks us, 
as if he wanted to push us away from him in eternal disgrace to eternal death, the 
poor weak nature must lose heart and courage, and must tremble for such great 
wrath, which terrifies and punishes so horribly, and then, before God himself 
comforts, cannot feel a speck of love. . .. Paul says: The law only causes wrath. 
Rom. 4, 15. He does not say that through the law people deserve forgiveness of 
sins. For the law always accuseth and afflicteth the conscience. Therefore the law 
makes no one righteous and just to God, for a troubled conscience fears God and 
his judgment. For this reason, those who want to earn forgiveness of sins by their 
works or by the law are mistaken." 93, 36-39. The Apology never tires of repeating: 
"Impossibile est Deum diligere, nisi prius fide apprehendatur remissio peccatorum" and: 
"No one can do a good work except he himself be righteous, pious, and good; but 
righteousness we obtain by faith alone." 107, 106. "We cannot love God, unless the 
heart be sure that sin is forgiven him." 107, 110. 

Thus Melanchthon proves that it is impossible for the natural man to keep 
God's commandments, and in doing so he refers to the adversaries’ own 
experience, "if they only ask their heart what their mind is toward God. But the 
Apology lays special stress on the fact that even the Christian, who after all has the 
Holy Spirit, must confess that his works are imperfect, and that therefore he cannot 
earn anything by them, and must live by grace, and draws from this the conclusion: 
"How shall it be easy in the ungodly, what is already difficult for the saints? 219, 74. 
"On the other hand, it is certain," Melanchthon writes in 115, 39-52, "that even those 
who are born again through faith and the Holy Spirit will not be pure as long as this 
life lasts, nor will they keep the law completely. For though they have received the 
firstfruits of the Spirit, and though new and eternal life has begun in them, yet 
something of sin and evil desire remains, and the law still finds much to accuse us 
of. Therefore, though the love of God and good works should and must be in 
Christians, yet they are not righteous in the sight of God for such their works, but for 
Christ's sake through faith. - These sayings and the like in Scripture indicate that 
our works are unclean, and that we are in need of grace and mercy. . . . For our best 
works, even after we have received the grace of the gospel (as | have said), are yet 
weak, and not altogether pure; for there is never so bad a thing about sin and 
Adam's fall as reason thinks or imagines, and is above all human understanding 
and mercy. 
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Thoughts of what terrible God's wrath is grounded upon us through disobedience. . 
. . Therefore we may have grace and God's gracious kindness and forgiveness of 
sin, if we have done as many good works. But this grace can be grasped only 
through faith. So Christ alone remains the high priest and mediator, and what good 
we do or what we keep of the law is not pleasing to God for himself, but that we hold 
to Christ, and know that we have a gracious God not for the law's sake, but for 
Christ's sake. .. . For there is none that feareth and loveth the Lord God with all his 
heart, as he is guilty; there is none that beareth crosses and afflictions in all 
obedience to God; there is none that through weakness doth not often doubt 
whether God will take care of us, whether he will esteem us, whether he will hear 
our prayer. Because of this we often grumble against God out of impatience, 
because it is well with the wicked and evil with the righteous. Who is he who does 
justice to his profession, who does not rage against God in temptations when God 
hides himself? Who loveth his neighbour as himself? Who is without all manner of 
evil lusts? Of the sins of all, the psalm says: For this shall all the saints pray in due 
time. He says that all the saints must ask for forgiveness of sins. .. . . And Augustine 
also says: "We keep all the commandments of God when all that we do not keep is 
forgiven us. Therefore Augustine wills that even the good works which the Holy 
Ghost worketh in us should please God no other way, than that we should believe 
to be acceptable to God for Christ's sake, not that they should please God in 
themselves." 

According to the Apology, the cover of Moses, the Jewish delusion that man 
could earn something before God by outward works righteousness, disappears just 
when man has come to the knowledge of Christ through faith. "Only then do we 
realize how far and distant we are from the law." Therefore Melanchthon writes on 
page 110, 11-14: "But Christ is presented to us for this purpose, that for his sake 
sins may be forgiven us, and the Holy Spirit may be given to us, who works in us a 
new light and eternal life, eternal righteousness, that he may show us Christ in our 
hearts, as John 16:15 wrote: He shall take of mine own, and shall declare it unto 
you. Item, he works also other gifts, love, thanksgiving, chastity, patience, etc. 
Therefore no one can fulfill the law without the Holy Spirit. Therefore saith Paul, We 
establish the law by faith, and do not put it away: for so we cannot fulfil and keep 
the law, till the Holy Ghost be given unto us. And Paul 2 Cor. 3:15 f. says, that the 
covering of the face of Moses cannot be taken away, but by faith alone in the Lord 
Christ, by whom the Holy Ghost is given. For thus saith he, Until that day, when 
Moses is read, the covering is over their hearts: but if they turn unto the Lord, the 
covering is taken away. 
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For the Lord is a Spirit, but where the Lord's Spirit is, there is liberty. Paul calls the 
covering the human thought and delusion of toe commandments and ceremonies, 
namely, that the hypocrites want to think that the law may be fulfilled and kept by 
outward works, and as if the sacrifices, item, all kinds of divine service ex opere 


operato make someone righteous for God. But when the covering is taken off the 
heart, that is, the error and delusion are taken away, when God shows us our sorrow 
in the heart, and makes us feel God's wrath and our sin. Only then do we realize 
how far we are from the law. Only then do we realize how sure and blinded all men 
are, how they do not fear God, how they do not believe that God created heaven, 
earth, and all creation, and that He preserves our breath and life and the whole 
creation all the time and keeps them from Satan. Only then do we learn that unbelief, 
certainty, and contempt for God are so deeply hidden in us. Then we learn that we 
believe so weakly or not at all, that God forgives sin, that he hears prayer, etc. When 
we now hear the word and gospel, and by faith know Christ, we receive the Holy 
Ghost, that we may then think rightly of God, fear him, believe in him, etc." 

So it is clear: "This is an utterly vain and ungodly trust in one's own works. For 
in this life even Christians and the saints themselves cannot fully keep God's law; 
for evil inclinations and lusts always remain in us, though the Holy Spirit resists 
them." 113, 25. 219, 74. "Works are far too small for God to be gracious to us for 
their sake, when he would not be gracious to us for Christ's sake." 131, 132. 
"Sequitur igitur semper ita laudari opera, quod placeant propter fidem, quia opera non 
placent sine propitiatore Christo. Per hunc habemus accessum ad Deum (Rom. 5, 2), non per 


opera sine mediatore Christo." 135, 148. Whatever, therefore, may be said of the merits 
of good works, they can do nothing to overcome death, hell, the devil, sin, or to 
soothe consciences. 136, 158. "Docemus - it is said 120, 73. 74 - operibus fidelium 
proposita et promissa esse praemia. Docemus bona opera meritoria esse, non remissionis 
peccatorum, gratiae aut justificationis (haec enim tantum fide consequimur), sed aliorum 
praemiorum corporalium et spiritualium in hac vita et post hanc vitam, quia Paulus inquit (1 
Cor. 3, 8): Unusquisque recipiet mercedem juxta suum laborem. Erunt igitur dissimilia 
praemia propter dissimiles labores. At remissio peccatorum similis et aequalis est omnium, 
sicut unus est Christus, et offertur gratis omnibus, qui credunt sibi propter Christum remitti 


peccata. Because no man of his own strength is able to keep God's law, and all are 
under sin, guilty of eternal wrath. 
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and death, we cannot be freed from sin by the law, nor become righteous before 
God; but forgiveness of sin and righteousness are promised through Christ, who 
was given for us to pay for the sin of the world, and is the only Mediator and 
Redeemer. And this promise is not that through Christ you will have grace, salvation, 
etc., where you deserve it, but only by grace he offers forgiveness of sin, as Paul 
says: "If forgiveness of sin is of works, it is not grace. And in another place, This 
righteousness which is for God is manifested without law, that is, freely is 
forgiveness of sin offered. And therefore it is not because of our merit that we are 
reconciled to God. For if it were in our merit, forgiveness of sin and the propitiation 
of God out of the law, it would be lost, and we would be truly evil united and 
reconciled to God. For if we do not keep the law and are not able to keep it, it would 
follow that we would never receive the promised grace and reconciliation. For so 
Paul saith unto the Romans, 4:14, If the inheritance be of the law, faith is nothing, 
and the promise is finished. Now if the promise is based on our merit and on the 
law, it follows, because we cannot keep the law, that the promise is in vain." 94, 40- 
42. 

The sayings of Scripture, which Melanchthon brings into the field against the 
works doctrine of the adversaries, are the same loci classici, which we still assert 
today against Rome and all false teachers, who let justification depend on works. 
On page 92, 30-35, the following passages are cited and briefly explained: Gal. 5, 
4: "Ye have lost Christ, who would be justified by the law, and have fallen from 
grace." Joh. 8, 36.: "If the Son makes you free, you are free indeed." Joh. 3, 5.: 
"Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom 
of God." Rom. 3, 23.: "They are all sinners, and lack the glory which they ought to 
have in God." Rom. 8, 7. 8.:'"To be carnally minded is enmity against God, because 
it is not subject to the law of God, neither is it able: but they that are carnally minded 
may not please God." Rom. 14, 23.: "That which is not of faith is sin." Rom. 4, 15: 
"The law worketh only wrath." Rom. 11, 6.: "If by works is forgiveness of sin, it is not 
grace." Rom. 3, 21.: "This righteousness, which is for God, is made manifest without 
law." Rom. 4, 14.: "If of the law is the inheritance, faith is nothing, and the promise 
is abe." Further, 116:40: "And this the Scripture doth often enough indicate, as in 
Ps. 143:2: Thou wilt not enter into judgment with thy servant, for there shall none 
that liveth be righteous for thee. There he clearly indicates that all the saints, all the 
pious children of God, who have the Holy Spirit, if God is not 
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For by grace he forgiveth their sin, and hath no sin left in the flesh. For when David 
says in another place (Ps. 7:9), "Lord, judge me according to my righteousness," he 
is speaking of his own cause and not of his own righteousness, but is asking God to 
protect his cause and his word, as he says, "Judge my cause. Again, Ps. 130:3, he 
says plainly that none, not even the highest saints, can bear God's judgment, if he 
will take heed to iniquity, as he says, If thou take no heed to iniquity, O Lord, who 
shall stand? And so Job saith in the ninth, | am astonished for all my works. Item: 
Though | were washed white as snow, and though my hands shone with purity, yet 
wouldst thou find uncleanness in me. And in Proverbs of Solomon (20:9): Who can 
say my heart is clean? And 1 John 1:8: If we say that we have no sin, we deceive 
ourselves, and the truth is not in us. Item, in the Lord's Prayer also the saints pray: 
Forgive us our trespasses. Therefore also the saints have trespasses and sins. Item, 
in the 4th book of Moses 14:18: Even the innocent shall not be guilty. And Zacharias 
the prophet saith in 2 Cap. 13: Let all flesh be still unto the Lord. And Esaias saith 
(40:6), All flesh is grass, that is, the flesh, and all righteousness, if we be able, cannot 
bear the judgment of God. And Jonas saith in 2 Cap. 9, They that rely on vanity in 
vain forsake mercy. Therefore mercy is ours in vain; our own works, our own merits, 
and our own failings cannot help us. These sayings and such like in the Scriptures 
show that our works are unclean, and that we are in need of grace and mercy." (See 
also Proverbs 142:205-212.) Of all these passages the Apology 92:33 says: "These 
are such clear, bright sayings of Scripture, that they need not so sharp an 
understanding, but only to be read, and the clear words to be well seen, as 
Augustine also says in the matter, Haec adeo sunt aperta testimonia, ut non desiderent 


acutum intellectorem, sed attentum auditorem." And on the basis of these passages 
Melanchthon can say of the Roman doctrine of works, :Has impias opiniones de 
operibus adversarii tuentur contra scripturam." 123, 92. "All the letters and syllables in 
Paul teach otherwise." 89, 16. "Of all this Paul says nothing, and yet the adversaries 
invent it out of their brains." 124, 100. "Proinde non perturbent nos judicia adversariorum, 
quum humanas opiniones contra evangelium, contra auctoritatem sanctorum patrum, qui in 
ecclesia scripserunt, contra piarum mentium testimonia defendunt." 152, 279. F. B. 
(Continuation to IV follows.) 
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(Conclusion.) 

It has been pointed out in his time, as Cyprian still firmly asserted, that every 
bishop has the superintendence of his own see, "that every man's cause should be 
brought to trial where the crime was committed, and every shepherd's portion of the 
flock ascribed to him, which he alone should govern, as he also has to give an 
account of his doings to the Lord. 1) Pope Zosimus gave the Africans the opportunity 
to present this point of view to a Roman bishop when a rejected subject, the 
presbyter Apiarius, whom the bishop Urbanus of Sicca had excluded from church 
communion, appealed to the bishop of Rome. This the Africans would not put up 
with, and in the 17th canon of a general synod of May 418 it was declared to all 
whom it concerned: "If presbyters, deacons, and lower clergy complain of a 
sentence of their own bishops, they shall, with the consent of their bishops, apply to 
neighboring bishops, and these shall settle the dispute. If they wish to appeal further, 
they may only appeal to their primates or to African synods. But he who appeals to 
a tribunal beyond the sea may no longer be received into church communion by 
anyone in Africa." 2) This declaration, the point of which was naturally directed 
against Rome, and by which the assertion of the Roman claims was stamped a sin, 
was again very ill received by Zosimus, and soon three papal legates, a bishop and 
two presbyters, appeared at Carthage, charged with advocating the readmission of 
the good, They were commissioned to intercede for the readmission of the good, 
pious man Apiarius in particular, and for the pope's jurisdiction over the African 
church in general, even for his right to have justice administered by his bailiffs on 
the spot in the dioceses of African bishops, and to threaten Bishop Urbanus with 
exclusion from the church community or to demand that he appear before the pope's 
tribunal. 3) Most unfortunate, however, was the justification of his claims, with which 
Zosimus tried to impress the Africans, by referring to alleged canons of the Church. 


1) Jahrg. 39, p. 168 f. Cypr. Ep. LV.. 

2) Langen, Gesch. d. rém. Kche I, 761. 

3) The Commonitorium in Coustant, p. 981. Cf. also Flacii Hist, de Primatu Papae, p. 11 
sq.: "Apiarium curent tanquam bonum ac innocentem virum in communionem quamprimum a tota 
Synodo recipi, et simul agant cum Synodo, ut Episcopis et Sacerdotibus liceat a sentia suorum 
Metropolitanorum aut etiam Synodi Eomam ad suam Sanctitatem appellare, sibique etiam Legatos a latere 
in Africam mittere, qui casus appellantium ad sedem Apostolicum ibi cognoscant." 
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of the Synod of Nicaea. For those canons, if one looked more closely, did not come 
from Nicaea, but from Sardica, and, if one looked more closely again, spoke more 
against Zosimus than for him; for they ordered, though with a certain mediation by 
the Roman bishop, an investigation by other bishops who lived near the district in 
which the first judgment would be passed, but by no means a final judgment before 
the tribunal of the Roman bishop himself. 1) And the Africans really looked closer 
and found correctly the two weak feet on which Zosimus had placed himself. For 
they compared the Latin copies of the Acts of Nicaea which were at hand, and did 
not find in them those provisions of the pretended right of appeal; on the other hand, 
they found in the canon communicated by Zosimus in his Commonitorium that their 
affairs, and indeed also in cases of appeal, were to be decided by bishops of their 
province; according to this, they wrote to the bishop of Rome, they wished to adhere, 
and they hoped that he, for his part, would not prevent them from doing so. However, 
they wanted to look around for authentic copies of the Nicene decisions from the 
Orient, and they hoped that he would turn to them. 

But the Roman bishop to whom the African bishops sent this notice was no 
longer Zosimus. He had already died on 26 December 418. After his death, and 
before he had found his grave on the Via Tiburtina, another ambivalent election of 
bishops took place in Rome. In the Lateran Church a part of the people and the 
presbyters and deacons gathered around the Archidiaconus Eulalius, while another 
party with nine bishops and seventy presbyters made the presbyter Bonifacius, son 
of a presbyter, bishop in the church of St. Theodora. At Ravenna the emperor 
Honorius at first decided in favor of Eulalius; but the presbyters, who held with 
Bonifacius, succeeded in changing the emperor's mind in his favor, and had his 
opponent expelled from the city by edict on pain of death, and, as he resisted, and 
celebrated Easter tumultuously in the city, was driven out by force. Thus, formally 
recognized by another edict of the emperor, Bonifacius J. became pope. And as 
pope he continued to act. 

In Africa, as already reported, he drew the short straw. The rejection which 
those two hundred and more bishops, among whom Aurelius of Carthage and 
Augustin of Hippo Regius are to be mentioned, who had gathered for the synod in 
the church of Faustus in Carthage on May 25, 419, did not only affect his dead 
predecessor Zosimus, but also Bonifacius himself, after he had rejected the bishops 
who were still in power of Zosimus. 


1) Cf. Year 39, p. 337 ff., where these Sardinian canons are reported and discussed. 
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The first legates, who had been in Africa for some time, had made them his own 
together with the instructions originally given to them. 

But what he did not succeed in Africa, he tried more successfully in other parts 
of the empire. In Gaul, soon after his elevation, he ordered a synod to investigate a 
case of discipline inherited in equal measure from his predecessor, reserving for 
himself the confirmation of the truth and judgment of the bishops. In Corinth, after 
the papal vicar Rufus of Thessalonica had judged, he decided on a disputed 
appointment to the episcopal see there, threatening those who did not comply with 
his decision with severe punishment. With this, of course, he drove at the wheels of 
the Bishop of Constantinople; for Illyria belonged to the Eastern Roman Empire, and 
indeed the Emperor of the East, the younger Theodosius, was induced to intervene 
by edict, and to decree that all disputes in Illyria should be decided only with the 
prior knowledge of the Bishop of Constantinople. But Boniface now backed his 
emperor, who had certain interests in common with the bishop of Rome, and 
Honorius made representations in Constantinople, invoking in favor of "the church 
from which the priesthood took its beginning" "the canons handed down in writing," 
which in truth did not exist at all, and Theodosius was so taken aback that he 
revoked his edict, acknowledged the "old apostolic order" which he had been led to 
believe, and the "canons" which he had seen as little as anyone else, and relegated 
the Illyrian bishops with their congregations to the Roman head of the church. 

Boniface would have had to be out of sorts not to exploit this advantage to the 
best of his ability, especially since those who were now subject to him by the power 
of the state had yet to learn obedience to Rome. Thus he brought his whole arsenal 
into the field. What the Roman bishops did, the "apostle Peter" did in short. The 
"Apostle Peter" has given Rufus the power which he is to exercise as the Pope's 
Vicar, and the "Apostle Peter" is the champion against enemies of the "Canons." A 
synod, which has dealt with the matter in dispute, has not been authorized to 
assemble without the prior knowledge of the papal plenipotentiary, and it is not at all 
permissible to negotiate further about a decision of the "apostolic see". The 
institution of the whole Church began with the glory of St. Peter, in whom its 
government and head rested. His ecclesiastical discipline has become the source 
of all the Churches, as the Synod of Nicaea testifies, daring to establish nothing 
above him, to whom all things have already been conferred by the words of the Lord. 
The Roman Church is unquestionably the head of all the churches of the whole 
earth, and he who separates himself from it ceases to be a member of the spiritual 
body, and thereby leaves the 
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Christian religion. To the "Apostle Peter" belongs the care of all Christendom, just as 
the whole Church is founded upon him. To him belongs the final decision in all things. 
No one has ever raised his hand against the apostolic head, the Roman See, which 
is above all episcopal sees, and whose decisions are to be accepted without 
discussion, unless he himself wished to be judged. Peter is the gatekeeper of the 
kingdom of heaven, without whose grace no one can enter it. To him it is said, "Unto 
thee will | give the keys of the kingdom of heaven." Therefore, whoever rebels against 
him cannot enter the kingdom of heaven. One comes to God precisely by receiving 
Peter, on whom the whole church is built according to the word: "Thou art Peter, and 
upon this rock | will build my church." - Such and similar lists were made by the 
Roman See in his decrees to his Vicar Rufus and to the bishops of Macedonia, 
Thessaly, Achaia, etc., whom he treated as his subjects, from whom he demanded 
unconditional obedience. Yes, Boniface J. was a whole pope who sat in the temple 
of God and performed himself as a god, the anti-Christ who pretends to be what 
Christ alone is and wants to be and can be alone. In Boniface is represented Peter, 
the foundation and head of the whole Church on earth. Boniface is the infallible 
teacher of Christendom, whose judgments and decisions may no longer be examined 
as to their truth and correctness, but are to be accepted without discussion. Boniface, 
as the successor and governor of Peter, is the gatekeeper of the kingdom of heaven, 
who opens and closes the door of heaven; whoever separates himself from him, or 
whom he separates from himself, is no longer a member of the body of the church, 
has left Christendom; apart from the papal church there is no salvation. This is all 
that Leo XIII basically claims, and to one or the other of these claims, or to all of them 
at the same time, can be traced all the violations of the Church and of Christian 
consciences that the papacy has committed in fifteen hundred years, all the Roman 
decrees and bulls and encyclicals and curses and donations of grace. The manner 
of justifying papal presumptions has also remained the same since Boniface J.: since 
those days, the popes have built their empire by perverting Scripture, by falsifying 
real church ordinances, such as the Nicene, and by inventing fictitious canons and 
decrees, in short, by lies and deceit, and the most impudent, and in its way the most 
magnificent fraud in world history, the pseudo-lsidore, is in its manner and purpose 
nothing other than what Boniface J. has already accomplished. The fact that there 
were people on earth at that time, like the Africans, who did not submit, like others, 
to the yoke of the Roman chief pontiff or to the driving stick of his Satolli in 
Thessalonica, does not exclude the existence of the papal yoke in the days of the 
first Boniface; for such people have always existed and exist today, as such Leo XIII 
knows quite well. 
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Thus it is well established how little Gregory the Great, the twenty-second Pope 
after Boniface |, had cause to search among his contemporaries at the end of the 
sixth century for a "forerunner of the Antichrist," long after the Antichrist himself was 
seated in the temple of God at Rome. 

The Genesis of the papacy, however, contains a very forceful lesson for us 
Americans that is worth heeding. Even antichrist Rome, like the old world city on the 
Tiber River, was not built in a day; but it would be folly to claim that it was therefore 
not built at all. Even today Rome does not establish her power in a country or a 
people in one day; but it would be folly to think that consequently one is safe from 
papal power and superiority. Rome knows how to be patient, to wait for time and 
opportunity, and to take advantage of them. In its development, Rome has taken 
advantage of political conjunctures - e.g. the relationship of one emperor to another 
-, of the hardships of the time - e.g. the Gothic hardship and later the Hunnic hardship 
and the Vandalic hardship and the theurge and times of plague -, of doctrinal 
disputes - e.g. the Arian, Nestorian and Eutychian doctrinal struggles. Rome still 
knows how to use the same art today; in our country, too, it has very punctually 
exploited political parties, social and economic situations and connections, the 
newspaper press, the world's fair and the religious parliament, the school question 
and the temperance frenzy. Rome has acted on the principle from the beginning: 
You have only to inflict something on the people and inflict it again and again; in time 
they will put up with it. You have only to lie boldly and to tell the same lies over and 
over again; in time people will believe them. Thus Victor, Callist, Siricius, Innocent, 
Zosimus, Bonifacius practiced; thus Rome practices today in America; it expects us 
to have nuns and monks in state schools, support of Roman schools and other 
institutions from state funds, a Satolli in the political capital of the country, where he 
has no place in the world, and other things, and will expect us to do still more. And 
our Americans are already beginning to put up with many things which they would 
formerly have forbidden themselves, and are praising the Vice-Pope as a blessing 
to our country, and can pronounce and print and hear and read without horror that 
the Roman Archbishop Corrigan is the real regent and sovereign of New York. 1) 
That our President should have given the Pope to his 


1) In a sermon delivered by the American preacher Madison C. Peters in a hall of the 
Young Men's Christian Association in New York and printed without comment in the Christian 
Intelligencer of 12 Sept. 1894, Archbishop Corrigan is called "the real ruler of New Cork" and 
addressed with the words: "Upon you, Archbishop Corrigan, devolves this work, for you are the real 
sovereign in this city. It is your voice that sways the city government, and your mind which resolves 
upon city conduct." 
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The fact that a former president congratulated and presented a gift to the pope on 
the occasion of the 50th anniversary were also signs of the times, a time in which 
the people's horror of Rome had already diminished considerably and people had 
begun to reckon with the papal church not only occasionally as a political factor, but 
to keep a standing account of it. From Boniface J. history has led in the old world 
via Nicolaus I., Gregory VII., Innocenz Ill. in a straight line to one Boniface VIII., the 


author of the Bull Unam Sanctam. Whither will it lead from Leo XIII. and Satolli in 
America? A. G. 
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(Continued.) 

The same picture of Christ, which was drawn in the prophecy of the Old 
Covenant, appears to us in the Gospels, which show the fulfillment of the prophecy. 
There we see the man Jesus, who is in all things invented as a man, only without 
sin. But this Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of Mary, the Crucified and Risen One, 
presents Himself as the true God, as God in the true and highest sense of the word. 

We rightly refer to the works and miracles of Christ as proof of His deity. The 
miracles of Jesus are true works of God, through which God from heaven testifies 
to men on earth that He is the one, true, living God. Healing the sick, casting out 
devils, raising the dead, these are manifestations of the omnipotence of God. That 
Jesus read the hearts of men, that he saw through the thoughts of his enemies as 
well as those of his disciples as they arose, was proof of his divine omniscience. 
And even in the state of humiliation the incarnate Son of God did not lack a particle 
of divine majesty and glory. But it is only One Almighty, One Omniscient. Yes, the 
miracles of the Lord are especially a testimony to the Creator-glory of God. This 
man Jesus, who took the bread of the world into his hand, and with little bread fed 
thousands, is the all-sufficient, all-good Creator and Sustainer of the world, the God 
on whom all eyes wait, who gives his food to all flesh, who satisfies with pleasure 
all that lives. This man Jesus, who filled Peter's net with fish, who calmed the storm 
and the waves, who walked on the sea, is the Lord of creatures, the Creator of 
heaven and earth, who holds in his hand heaven and earth and sea and all that is 
in them. The church rightly sings, "O Lord, Creator of all things, how art thou 
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... has been so small." "He whom all the world's circle hath not chosen lies in Mary's 
bosom. He is become a little child, who alone sustains all things." One of the highest 
prerogatives of God is that God has power over death and life. He is the Lord over 
death and life. And this same thing is also prerogative of Christ. When JEsus heard 
that his friend Lazarus was sick unto death, he tarried yet three days in the place 
where he received this tidings, waiting until Lazarus died. Lazarus died according to 
his will. Christ had power to take his own life and to take it back from death. 

The gospels also report the testimony that Christ gave of his own person. He 
testified that he was the Son of God and repeatedly told the Jews that he had come 
forth from the Father and was going to the Father. That such and similar sayings do 
not imply any subordination of the Son to the Father, but rather that in the context of 
these passages the Son is placed entirely on an equal footing with the Father, we 
have shown above. We refer here to the well-known sayings of the Lord, which 
exclude not only every difference in essence, but also every difference in rank and 
degree between the Father and the Son. 

To the mocking question of the Jews: "Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast 
seen Abraham?" Jesus replied: "Verily, verily, | say unto you, Before Abraham was, 
| am." Joh. 8, 58. There is a triple in this statement. First, Christ is older than 
Abraham. He was before the time of the world. Christ is the eternal God. Secondly: 
It is not said, Before Abraham was, | was; nor was I, but | am, similar to what is said 
of God in Ps. 90:2: "Before the mountains were made, and the earth and the world 
were created, thou art, O God, from everlasting to everlasting." Hengstenberg 
correctly remarks: "It is evident that the use of Abraham's becoming and Christ's 
being is significant. Abraham's existence, as well as that of all men, belongs to the 
realm of becoming; Christ, on the other hand, belongs to the realm of being which is 
exalted above all becoming. Lyser: quantum discrimen est inter creatorem et creaturam, 


tantum inter Christum et Abrahamum. There is also a deep meaning in the fact that it is 
not said: | was, but | am. This points to being always the same, subject to no change 
or alteration, which is the privilege of the Godhead." Thirdly: The expression /yo situ, 
"lam," corresponds to the Old Testament one in the mouth of God. By this "| am," 
as by the name Jehovah, "I am that | am," God designates Himself as the par 
excellence, the par excellence independent, the Absolute, who has His being and 
life in and of Himself. And the same is true of Christ. The highest thing that can be 
said and thought only of God, Christ says of himself. 
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Another climax of Christ's testimony of His own person is the well-known word: 
"| and the Father are one. Joh. 10, 30. Arians, Socinians, Subordinatians understand 
this oneness only of unity of mind, will, and power. However, in the preceding 
sentences Christ first ascribes to Himself the same power and authority that the 
Father has. He says, "My sheep hear my voice, and | know them, and they follow 
me, and | give them eternal life, and they shall never perish, and no man shall pluck 
them out of my hand. The Father who gave them to me is greater than all, and no 
one can snatch them out of my Father's hand." Joh. 10, 27-29. The one, as well as 
the other, is equally impossible, that any man should pluck Christ's sheep out of 
Christ's hand, and that any man should pluck them out of the Father's hand. But this 
equality of power rests on the unity of essence as its foundation. The words, "I and 
the Father are one," are clear and unmistakable. The being, the essence of the Son, 
as of the Father, is here spoken of. There are two distinct persons, Son and Father. 
It is said: we are one. But in both there is One Being, One Essence. Son and Father 
are, precisely according to their essence, one. This oneness of the Son with the 
Father excludes any thought of the Son being less than the Father. God is, according 


to His essence, ens summum infinitum. And this same divine essence is as in the 
Father, so in the Son. Thus, as Calov correctly exegeses, Christ here ascribes to 
himself the suprema Deitas. And it is only an expression and assertion of the suprema 


Deitas when Christ protects and preserves his sheep so powerfully that no one can 
snatch them out of his hand. No one, nothing, not the world, not sin, death, the devil, 
hell, can snatch his sheep from Christ. No one can do anything against him. In this 
there is no one greater, stronger, more powerful than Christ. If God is for us, who 
can be against us? Of the Son, as of the Father, it is equally true that he is greater 
than all. Only against Him who is greater than all can no one do anything. The Jews 
rightly understood Christ's speech to mean that he made himself God. (v. 32) Only 
that he was God, and therefore had a right to declare himself God. At the same time 
we see from this passage that all Christian comfort rests on the article of Christ's true 
deity. Because Christ is the whole, full God, the Most High, the sheep of Christ are 
safe and secure in their Shepherd's hand in the midst of the raging of the enemy. 
Therefore it is certain that they will never perish. 

The confession of Thomas, "My Lord and my God!", Joh. 20, 28, is on the 
same line with the two sayings of Christ just discussed. In the twofold circumstance 
of Christ's resurrecting his body, that is, the body pierced with nails and spears, and 
of his resurrecting the body of the Lord. 
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When Thomas was led out of the tomb in a transfigured state and immediately knew 
what had been discussed between Thomas and the other disciples after his first 
appearance in the circle of disciples, he was confronted with the divine glory and 
majesty of his Lord and Master anew and in a completely different way than before. 
And so he confessed Him as his Lord and God, and at the same time gave Him 
honor and worship, as it is only due to the One, true, living God. Jesus expressly 
confirmed Thomas' confession and praised all those who share his faith. So then, 
according to the Lord's testimony, it is the true Christian faith that we Christians 
confess Christ not only as our Lord and Savior, but also as our Lord and God, that 
we know of no other God, either in heaven or on earth, but of this Jesus Christ, who 
died for us and rose from the dead, that we may derive all the good we expect from 
God from the Lord, that we receive all good things from the hand of Jesus, that we 
trust in this our Lord and God with all our heart, and that we not only call upon God 
the Father through Christ, through whom we are reconciled to God, but also bow our 
knees before Christ as our Lord and God, and worship him and give him all the glory 
that belongs only to God. "In vain," writes Hengstenberg, "do those to whom the 
confession of the full deity of Christ is inconvenient work themselves to pieces on 
this word of Thomas. He addresses to Christ exactly the same salutation that is 
otherwise addressed to the highest God, e. g. Ps. 35:23: 'Awaken and awake to my 
right and to my cause, my God and my Lord!' We stand in a region where the 
boundary between God and the creature is most strictly drawn, cf. Deut. 6:4, Marc. 
12:29, 30. Thomas' salutation would have been blasphemy if there were any side in 
the nature of the Father that did not appear in the Son. That Thomas, in the 
excitement of the moment, went from one extreme to another, may not be said, since 
Jesus approves of his exclamation. The talk of an ‘exaggerated exclamation,’ 
moreover, is least fitting in a Gospel in which the tendency is everywhere manifested 
to put the full deity of Christ in the light. " G. St. 
(To be continued.) 


Ritschl's Theology. 


(Continued.) 

The second volume of Ritschl's work "The Christian Doctrine of Justification 
and Reconciliation" deals with the "biblical material of the doctrine". Ritschl begins 
with the words: "The theoretical presentation of the Christian doctrine of justification 
and reconciliation cannot be 
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The author states that systematic theology cannot be undertaken without first 
indicating the principles and conditions of the scientific procedure in systematic 
theology. (II, 1.) And he now states, as a matter of principle, that systematic theology 
is to be built up on the basis of sacred Scripture, and on this alone, not on the ground 
of ecclesiastical doctrinal tradition or personal experience. "Ancient theology was 
founded on the exclusive use of sacred Scripture. For, whether it be understood as 
the expression of a doctrinal law or as the organ of the self-testifying Holy Spirit, in 
every case a general presentation of the content of Christian thought could be drawn 
from it. Now, since the summary of ecclesiastical tradition with sacred Scripture is 
as little useful to this end as the experience of the most pious and at the same time 
most educated individual, it will have to be tested whether the foundation of 
systematic theology on sacred Scripture, and on it alone, is not to be maintained." 
(Il, 9 f.) Ritschl takes issue with those theologians who want to produce all doctrines 
from experience and postulate their truth from their connections tested in the 
subjective life of faith. (Thomasius, Hofmann, Lipsius.) He seems willing to take the 
principle of the sole authority of Scripture in full earnest. It must be admitted that he 
has devoted much time and labor to the investigation of the biblical concepts in this 
part of his work, and has endeavored to establish unity between the statements of 
Scripture and the leading ideas of his own system of doctrine. But the exceedingly 
sad results which come to light in the process, the monstrosities of exegesis which 
he exercises, the violence which he does to grammar and to the use of language, 
already show that he has rejected the "principle of the evangelical church, that one 
draws Christian doctrine from the holy Scriptures alone" (Instruction in the Christian 
Religion, § 3. Art. Smalc. II, 2. Verbum dei condit articulos fidei, et praeterea nemo, ne 


angelus quidem), is understood and applied differently from our ancient theologians. 
He already restricts this principle in a quite arbitrary way at the expense of the Old 
Testament, which he actually rejects. "Theology is called upon to gain authentic 
knowledge of the Christian religion and revelation for the purpose of directing church 
instruction; but this can only be drawn from documents which are close to the 
founding epoch of the church, and from no others." "The theology which has to 
discern the Christian religion from its original sources is directed only to the writings 
of the New Testament." "The theology which is to present the authentic content of 
the Christian religion in a positive form, is to draw the same from the books of the 
New Testament, and from no other source." (Il, 13. 16. 18.) To these "documents 
collected in the New Testament relate the documents of the Hebrew 
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Ritschl regards "religion in the Old Testament" only "as an indispensable aid to 
understanding" (Lessons, etc., § 3.), by which the "Christian thoughts of the New 
Testament writers" are standardized, and from which "the historical presuppositions 
of the Christian revelation are correctly recognized. (Il, 16. 11.) 1) Above all, 
however, Ritschl is fundamentally wrong in his attitude toward the sacred Scriptures 
in general. To him it is not the authority and source of doctrine because it is God's 
direct Word. Rather, the "verbal inspiration," the "assumption that the books of the 
Bible, through the specific action of the Holy Spirit, are directly and literally God's 
Word, and that no other books have a claim to this predicate," is "hypothesis" to him. 
He speaks of the "miserable means of a theory of inspiration" and comes to the 
"most favorable case of being able to dispense with a theory of inspiration for the 
writings of the New Testament". (Il, 5. 11. 17.) But how then can the writings of the 
New Testament be the source from which alone Christian doctrine is to be drawn, 
by what means do they attain such a position in opposition to other writings? The 
higher peculiarity of the New Testament writings is evident in the fact that, in contrast 
to the later products of ecclesiastical literature, they show the correct inner 
understanding of the Old Testament religion. "The unmistakable distance of the 
Gentile-Christian literature of the post-apostolic age from the New Testament, in 
spite of its deliberate connection with it," is not due to the fact that the former is of 
human origin, the latter of divine origin, inspired, but to the fact that "the writers have 
been unable to make use of the correct Old Testament presuppositions of Christ 
and the apostles. (II, 14.) Even such Epistles as Ritschl cannot hold to be genuine, 
do not lack this peculiar feature, that their Christian thoughts are normed by the Old 
Testament, and are therefore nevertheless skillful to draw doctrine from them. To 
be sure, they are more or less skilful in this, according as more or less of this special 
characteristic is found in them. "I find," says Ritschl, "that the peculiarity to which | 
have referred, 


1) According to Ritschl's students, the Holy Scriptures of the New Testament are 
authoritative only in their essential lines of thought. At subordinate points there are thought 
formations of apocryphal kind and origin. These include "e.g. the entire antique view of nature, 
then the traces of rabbinical theology and Jewish apocalyptic in the New Testament". 
(Herrmann, The Evangelical Faith and Ritschl's Theology, p. 24.) Such things are, of course, 
not binding on the present. - With these remarks of Ritschl's school compare the saying of the 
Lutheran Confession in the Formula of Concord: "Toto pec- tore prophetica et apostolica scripta 
veteris et novi Testamenti, ut limpidissimos purissimosque Israelis fontes, recipimus et amplectimur, et 
sacras litteras solas unicam et certissimam illam regulam esse credimus, ad quam omnia dogmata exigere, 


et secundum quam de omnibus tum doctrinis tum doctoribus judicare oporteat " (Miiller, pp. 568 f.) 
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the authentically Old Testament conditionality of the fundamental Christian circle of 
Jews emerges more or less strongly in all writings of the New Testament, and that 
even those letters which cannot be considered genuine are not without this 
characteristic. But to the extent that this characteristic is lacking in individual views 
in apostolic books, they always prove to be more or less unsuitable for theological 
use." 1) (Il, 17.) By this characteristic of the writings of the New Testament one is 
now enabled to distinguish them in fact from all other Christian books in regard to 
their superior value. We may therefore dispense with every other explanation of how 
they arrive at this value, "but especially with such explanations as are drawn from 
obscure assumptions which are contrary to experience. (Il, 18.) But according to 
Ritschl, such an unclear assumption, contrary to experience, is precisely the old 
orthodox doctrine of inspiration. 

But why does Ritschl believe that we must abandon the "old concept of 
inspiration"? "Even if one directly considers only the books of the New Testament 
as the source or norm of Christian theology, and places the theological significance 
of the Old Testament in the fact that from it the historical presuppositions of Christian 
revelation are correctly recognized, the matter is not yet settled by the fact that the 
preference of the apostles over the other Christians establishes the exclusive value 
of their books over the others. On the one hand, it is an unproven premise of 
Irenaeus that the apostles had the Holy Spirit without measure, the other Christians 
only in part; on the other hand, this assertion, even if it should be understandable, 
does not cover the existence of the New Testament, since it contains very valuable 
writings by non-apostles. Or rather, it is refuted by the acknowledgment of the letters 
of James and to the Hebrews, to say nothing of Marcus and Lucas, as well as by 
the fact that the majority of the twelve apostles have disappeared without any certain 
trace of their ministry. Thus the most perfect theory of the specific inspiration of the 
apostles that could be conceived, proves partly too much and partly too little for the 
acknowledged value of the books of the New Testament. Therefore, if at all the 
distance of their value from that of all other Christian thought or literature is to be 
maintained, it is necessary to take another path, that of historical evaluation." (II, 10 
f.) We ask: What has the "fact, that the majority of the twelve apostles 


1) "By this | mean especially the apocryphal idea that the Mosaic law originates from the 
angels as an authority subordinate to God or opposed to Him. For Ritschl, in the most 
outrageous interpretation, lets the apostle Paul, Gal. 3, 19, 20, come to the conclusion that the 
Mosaic law was an ordinance of the angels and not an ordinance of God, not even of divine 
origin, but a foundation of the lower angelic powers. (II, 250 ff. 312 sf.) 
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has disappeared without any sure trace of their activity" have to do with the question 
at hand? Is it not historically certain that Marcus stood in a closer relationship to 
Peter and Lucas to Paul? Did not the ancient church, as well as the church of the 
Reformation, call attention to the difference between the homologumena and the 
antilegomena? And is anyone really in a position to assert with certainty that the 
Epistle to St. James did not originate from the Apostle James, and that the Epistle 
to the Hebrews did not originate, for example, from the Apostle Paul, which latter 
assumption is shared by theologians of various schools of thought in ancient and 
modern times? But above all, why does Ritschl not deal with the many clear 
statements of Scripture here under consideration, with 2 Tim. 3, 15: méoa ypagr 
Gedavevotoc; 2 Petr. 1, 21.: b20 mvevpatog dyiov vEepopevor thdde- cav of dyior Oeod 
dvépwmol- ; 1 Cor. 2, 13.: x AaAobusv, oby iv didaytoic avépwavys cogiac Adyoic, add’ Iv 
dldaytoig ZvEduatog and others ausein 

other? There is not a word about that in his remarks either. 

With such a position on Scripture, it is not surprising that Ritschl allows himself 
the greatest liberties, tremendous arbitrariness, with regard to the Word of God, if 
he believes that he can thereby only support his rationalistic system. In his 
exposition of the biblical doctrine of the wrath of God, he distinguishes between 
classical and non-classical statements of Scripture, since he does not want to 
accept the wrath of God against sin. "The survey of the conception of God's wrath 
in the various groups of the books of the Old Testament is laid out from the 
consideration of the sameness and dissameness of their relation and use. In this 
respect, the prophets and the Torah belong together, and the modification which the 
Psalms illustrate stands out from the similarity of these authorities. The 
interpretation of God's wrath in the Psalms denotes at the same time a younger 
stratum of the imagination." (Il, 135.) Now, at the same time, it characterizes 
Ritschl's exegetical method that, in presenting the doctrine of God's righteousness, 
he designates as first-rate, as canonical, those very passages of Scripture which, in 
the quotation just quoted, he denies classicism, e. g., the Psalter. "The justice, or 
more properly 'righteousness,' of God, the congruity of his action with his inward 
normality, and with what the Israelites have to expect from God's direction of their 
destinies, comes down in the regular Old Testament usage to nothing less than 
penal justice. There are but few passages, and that in post-exilic books, in which 
the context leads to the validity of this idea (Klagl. 1, 18. Nehem. 9, 33. 2 Chron. 12, 
5. 6. Dan. 9, 14.). And this application of the idea of God's justice is continued in the 
Greek books of the Alexandrian canon (Apocrypha). But with Judaism, which is 
denoted by these Documente, the New Testament stands in no con-. 


282 Ritschl's theology. 


The same is true of Christianity, which is the antithesis of Phariseeism. Therefore, 
this Jewish usage of language in the post-exilic books is not the standard for the 
conception of God's justice in the Christian documents. On this point, Christianity is 
in continuity with Old Testament prophecy and its corresponding piety, the 
documents of which are the Psalms. From these also the canonical determination 
of the content and relations of God's righteousness is to be drawn, which we need 
for the understanding of the Christian use of language." (II, 105.) - Thus Ritschl, as 
we shall see later, protests against nothing so much as against the Scriptural 
testimony of the vicarious suffering of punishment, the vicarious satisfaction of 
Christ, and of the declaration of the sinner's righteousness, attested by God, without 
any merit of his own, solely for the sake of Christ's merit. How then does he contrast 
himself with the most powerful, clearest saying of the Old Testament, Isaiah 53? He 
declares this chapter to be apocryphal from the beginning. It "not only results that 
the piece interrupts the context of the entire prophecy, but also that its content has 
no effect at all on the later part of it. Thus the conclusion is forced out that it was 
originally foreign to the book of Babylonian Isaiah, and that it was only inserted into 
that book by chance because of the homonymy of the subject". 1) (II, 62.) 

It is still unnecessary to consider one point in Ritschl's monstrous doctrine of 
Scripture. He says: "In the contrast between Hofmann and the repressive Lutheran 
dogmatics, the difference has arisen that the latter applies Scripture as the source 
of the complete history of salvation, the latter as the subsequent standard for a 
doctrinal complex that has come about in tradition. Now, since the sacred Scriptures 
can establish a system of doctrine only in a certain interpretation, either in advance 
or afterwards, it is a question in both cases of the standard of interpretation." (Il, 10.) 
This is then further developed later. "Sacred Scripture, especially the New 
Testament, proves itself the source of positive theology by interpretation. If, then, it 
depends on designating the principle for the same, it may be remarked, 


1) In the same interest, Ritschl, in discussing this passage, also feels called to exercise 
conjectural criticism of the traditional text of Scripture. "If the traditional text seems to indicate 
that the servant of God himself, by his knowledge (XXXXX), that is, by instruction which he would 
have exercised, contributed to lead the many to righteousness (53, 11.), it is probably more in 
keeping with the context to assume the Conjecture XXXXX, that by his evil he made many 
righteous, a thought which corresponds to the earlier one, that we are healed by his stripes." (II, 
65.) The Conjecture is made both wholly without reason and wholly without benefit. One may 


translate XXXXX by per cognitionem sui or by per cognitionem suam; both give good sense. 
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that neither for the principle nor for the application of such an infallibility can be 
guaranteed in advance, which is either longed for or pretended by weak minds. 
Since the interpretation of sacred Scripture according to the positive standard of 
ecclesiastical tradition is invalid within the church that descended from the 
Reformation, no one can count on an authority within it that would be able to uphold 
even the illusion of an understanding of sacred Scripture free of error. For just as 
there is no unanimous tradition in the Catholic Church, so also the symbolic doctrinal 
concept in the Lutheran and Reformed Churches is not without discrepancies, and 
important points of it are just as controversial in interpretation as certain passages 
of Holy Scripture. | therefore refrain from those who are not insightful enough to 
know where alone the thirst for infallible interpretation of Scripture or error-free 
doctrinal decision is quenched. For the evangelical theologian it can only be a matter 
of the task of interpreting the Scriptures from them and of the approximate solution 
of this task. Here it is not only a matter of grammatical knowledge and logical skill to 
understand the individual in the context of the whole, but especially of aesthetic 
application, namely, of the art of reproducing the scope, the relationships, the 
elevation of the religion of the Old Testament in a correct view, in order to 
understand accordingly also the documents of Christianity in their original and 
historical sense. The individual conditions of this procedure cannot be demonstrated 
in advance, but can only be experienced in the product, namely, biblical theology. 
For this discipline, in its historical sense, is sacred Scripture interpreted from itself, 
or at least it strives for this goal." (Il, 20. f.) We give thanks for such an interpretation 
of the correct principle: scriptura scripturam interpretatur, for the new hermeneutical 
rule of "aesthetic application," which, as Ritschl's example will presently show, is 
carried out according to quite incalculable subjective taste and preconceived ideas. 
We also give thanks for such "biblical theologies," which, as experience shows, 
among modern theologians, like the supposed "doctrinal concepts" of Paul, John, 
Peter, etc., have for the most part arisen not from Scripture but from their own minds. 
We believe, in spite of Ritschl, that there is an error-free understanding of the sacred 
Scriptures, an error-free doctrinal decision. For the holy Scriptures are clear, indeed, 
"there is no clearer book written on earth than the holy Scriptures; which are against 
all other books, as the sun against all lights. ... It is an abominable great dishonor 
and vice against the holy Scriptures, and against all Christendom, to say that the 
holy Scriptures are dark, and not so clear, that any man may understand them to 
teach and to prove his faith. Mark this 
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saying, Shall it not be a great shame for me, or for thee, to be called a Christian, and 
not to know what | believe? But if | know what | believe, | know what is written in the 
Scriptures, because the Scriptures contain no more than Christ and Christian faith. 
Therefore, if faith only hears the Scriptures, they are so clear and bright to it that it 
says, without all the glosses of fathers and teachers, "This is right, and | believe it. .. 
It is true that some of the sayings of the Scriptures are obscure, but in them there is 
nothing different from what is in other places in the clear, open sayings. And this is 
where heretics come from, that they take the dark sayings according to their own 
understanding, and fight with them against the clear sayings and the foundation of 
faith. (Luther, V, 456. f.) Now because the faithful Lutheran Church simply accepts 
the clear, certain, whole Word of God as it reads, and interprets all the difficult 
passages of it xxxx Thy avadoyiay tH¢ mioteo> ¢, Rom. 12:7, it boasts and justly claims 
to be in possession of the whole, certain truth, against all error and false teaching. 
L. F. 
(To be continued.) 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


l. America. 


From the Episcopal Church two distinguished ritualists have again gone over to the Pabst 
Church: Dean Alexander of the Episcopal Cathedral at Frederickton and Professor Stockley of 
the University of New Brunswick. Both, moreover, had themselves prepared for their conversion 
by the Jesuit Father Jones and were solemnly received into the communion of Rome by 
Archbishop Fabre of Montreal. Thereby they received the "hypothetical" baptism with the 
baptismal formula: "If you have not yet been baptized, | baptize you now in the name of the 
Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit." Of course. After all, the whole Pabstry is "hypothetical," built 
on nothing but lies and deceit, and the hypothetical leaven in the Episcopal Church, the 
hierarchical inheritance from the Pabstry, which is treated as the jewel of the Anglican Church, 
is souring to an alarming degree. A. G. 

Sunday. The theological journal of the General Council, "The Lutheran Church Review", in its 
July issue, speaks among other things about the doctrine of Sunday: "Questions about the relation 
of Sabbath to Sunday and the observance of Sunday have been before the representative bodies of our 
Evangelical Lutheran Church on both sides of the Atlantic for many years. It can not be said that there 
exists a consensus of opinion on this matter, although it concerns the life of the Church and church-life 
very much. I believe, one of the main reasons for the apparent dissensus is, that the views and principles 
involved in this question do not come under the head of Dogmatics, but of Ethics. If it were a 
dogmatical question it would have been settled long ago, for in fundamental doctrines we all are, 
or at least ought to be, of one mind. As it is, however, an ethical question, there is more room given 
to difference of views and opinions without the apprehen- 
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sion of being called names. Still, for the sake of the peace of our own minds and of the souls entrusted 
to our care, we ought to strive to get nearer to that desirable consensus... The Sabbath-day, which was 
not originated by the Law ("Remember"), did not cease as such with the cessation of the ceremonial 
law, although the Sabbath of the Law was of another nature than the Sabbath of the Gospel. . . . The 
Church has observed Sunday as the Lord's Day always, everywhere, and universally, so that Sunday has 
become a sacred institution. As little as the Jew, as long as he remains a Jew by religion, dare emancipate 
himself from the Old Testament or rather Mosaic Sabbath, dare the Christian declare himself 
independent of the sacred authority of Sunday, the Day of the Lord and His Church. What St. Paul and 
the fathers of the Reformation say in defense of Evangelical liberty at this point, is said in opposition to 
that legalistic conception of the Third Commandment, which claims that its observance is a good work, 
necessary unto salvation and acquiring righteousness before God. This legalistic necessity is denied by 
the twenty-eighth article of the Augsburg Confession. ... We most certainly do not refuse to keep the 


Christian's Sabbath, which is the Lord's Day and the Church's day, but what we do reject is the legalistic 
conception that its observance is a meritorious work, by which man acquires and increases his 
righteousness before God. This day is not given for this end or purpose. It must be kept in order 
that God's good and gracious will is carried out for us and in us, i.e., that we attain the blessed 


rest of the saints in Heaven. . . Sunday occupies a central position in the kingdom of God on earth; 
for in its true celebration is set forth the communion of God with His people and the communion of the 
believers with one another. If we take away Sunday, we cease to exist a historic Church; for the Church 
is bound to the day, which is a constant remembrance and likeness of the Day of Resurrection and of 
Pentecost. The church is so fully permeated with Sunday (durchsonntagt), that her sunlight would be 
turned into darkness if Sundays were taken from her. What St. Paul says to the Galatians (4: 10, 11) and 
to the Colossians (2: 16, 17), does not contradict our position, since he alludes there clearly to a legalistic 
conscience and legalistic observance. We Christians esteem all days alike, for all are days of grace, and 
yet, by inward necessity and in willing obedience to God's commandment (‘in obedientia Evangelii') we 
keep one day holy above all others. The Christian Sunday is the most beautiful and clearest expression 


and exposition of Christian liberty and obedience.". . . - That the above statements do not 
correspond with what Scripture (Col. 2, 16. 17.) and our Confession (Miiller 67, 59-60.) teach 
about Sunday is obvious. F. B. 


ll. From land. 


The University of Kénigsberg recently celebrated its 350th anniversary. The beginnings of 
the university go back to the time of the Reformation; its founder was Margrave Albrecht, the last 
Grand Master in Prussia and the first Duke of Prussia, who was in active contact with Luther and 
other reformers. From him the university also got its name. Its first Rector was a son-in-law of 
Melanchthon, Georg Sabinus, with whom, however, no happy choice had been made; his 
colleagues called him the "frivolous poet. There was much dispute between them and him, so 
that he resigned from his office after only three years of service in order to accept a professorship 
in Frankfurt. A better move was made with the appointment of Andreas Osiander in 1549. We 
need 
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probably not to present the Osian disputes to our readers first. In any case, Osiander made a 
name for the university throughout Germany. How much, by the way, the bold word was also 
otherwise permitted in Kénigsberg, can be seen from the fact that already in 1641 the 
mathematician Linemann was able to announce a lecture in German, while in Leipzig Christian 
Thomasius, when he did the same in 1687, met with the most vehement opposition. In addition 
to science, poetry was also cultivated in Kénigsberg in the 17th century; the well-known poet 
Simon Dach was appointed professor of poetry in K6nigsberg in 1639. We owe to him several 
hymns, among others: "In allen meinen Thaten" and "Ich bin ja, HErr, in deiner Macht." The 
professor of eloquence, Valentin Thilo, has also acquired an everlasting memory in the 
Protestant Church through his hymn "Mit Ernst, o Menschenkinder" ("With earnestness, O 
children of men"). The university undoubtedly experienced its greatest splendour in the 18th 
century, when Emanuel Kant habilitated in K6nigsberg in 1755, where he worked until 1804. He 
had a lasting influence not only on the philosophical discipline, but also on theology, and the 
influence of the mighty "K6nigsberg philosopher" is still felt today. While in 1847 it had only 258 
students, it now has 723, and for a time in 1883 it even had 929. 
(A. E. L. K.) 

The University of Halle, which is now celebrating its 200th anniversary, was founded on July 
1, 1694 (in the old style) by the Elector Frederick III, who later called himself Frederick | as King 
of Prussia, and had a famous name among its teachers right from the beginning, the jurist Dr. 
Christian Thomasius, the successful opponent of the witch trials. For the theological world, 
however, the university only gained importance in 1698, when August Hermann Francke joined 
the theological faculty there. It is well known what influence this representative of Pietism 
exercised not only in Halle, but in all of Germany. His theological colleagues were Breithaupt, 
Paul Anton, the equally learned and argumentative Joachim Lange, and the learned Orientalist 
Johann Heinrich Michaelis. The entry of the philosopher Christian Wolfs, who emphasized the 
natural powers of reason in the most decisive manner and is known as the "father of rationalism" 
in church history, led to great controversy. Wolff's teaching spread inexorably, although the 
Pietists in Halle had secured his expulsion by Frederick William J. in 1723. Pietism itself, which 
had formed a school, gradually died out at the university with Francke and his old companions 
(1727 to 1744), while Rationalism won a complete victory. Although Wolfs, who had been 
expelled, was recalled by Frederick the Great in 1740, a period of decline now followed for Halle, 
which had hitherto been considered one of the first German universities. Wolfs grew old and 
died in 1754, and he and the other great men of the university were not replaced by men of 
equal importance. Only after the Seven Years' War did a new upswing occur, in that Johann 
Salomon Semler (1753 to 1791) succeeded in founding a new rationalist school, which for a 
long time maintained the predominance in the pulpits and chairs. Next to Semler worked the 
pedagogue Niemeyer and since 1783 the ingenious philologist Friedrich August Wolf. For a time 
(1804 to 1807) Schleiermacher, who had such an important influence on the development of 
German theology, also belonged to the University of Halle. The flowering of the Friedericiana 
was, however, cut short when Napoleon dissolved the university in 1806. Although it was 
replaced by the new Westpha- 
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It was re-established in Kassel in 1807 by the Prussian government, but abandoned by its most 
important teachers, such as Schleiermacher, Wolf and others, it led a miserable existence until 
1813, when it was once again dissolved by Napoleon. King Frederick William III, however, 
decreed its reopening in the autumn of the same year, and, after the formation of the new 
Prussian province of Saxony, united the rest of the old Electoral Saxon University of Wittenberg 
with Halle in 1817. Nevertheless, the university could not regain the old position of the 18th 
century. The position as the first Prussian university had passed to Berlin since 1810. Breslau, 
Bonn and Heidelberg and, since the middle of the 19th century, Leipzig and Munich in particular, 
have also been strong competitors of the Friedericiana. Nevertheless, it has had important 
names since then, especially in the theological faculty; we recall only names such as Tholuck, 
Jul. Muller etc. 

(A. E. L. K.) 

From Hanover. The penetration of modern theology into youth instruction has become a fact 
here, as the Sunday supplement of the "Deutsche Volkszeitung" reports. It is the Consistorial 
District of Stabe, in which since Easter an "Evangelical Lutheran Instruction Book for 
Confirmands and every Christian (by a pastor, Giitersloh, Bertelsmann)" has been in use by 
several clergymen. There is nothing to be read of a triune God in the whole book. Of Jesus Christ 
it is repeatedly emphasized: "We call Jesus the Son of God," but the less is taught that He is. In 
the case of reconciliation, Ritschl's doctrine is openly presented: "To be reconciled to God 
means: to believe in God's love or to trust in God." A doctrine of the Holy Spirit is not found at 
all. That baptism and the Lord's Supper are completely stripped of their sacramental character 
is not to be wondered at under these circumstances. If all this is really the case, then the 
"Deutsche Volksztg. is not wrong when it not only complains that a "clergyman" could write such 
a"lesson" at all, but continues: "But that other clergymen in Hanover dare to use such a Christian 
teaching, which denies the common basic teachings of all Christian confessions and bears the 
stamp of enmity against the Lutheran confession so openly on their foreheads, as a basis for 
confirmation instruction, and to induce the children to purchase it, shows how far our Lutheran 
regional church has come." (A. E. L. K.) 

From Schleswig-Holstein. An agendum controversy is now also facing our church. The 
Adler'sche Agende, which has been in use since 1796, has long been recognized as in need of 
improvement because of its boneless character. It was a genuinely "Protestant" work; it knows 
no obligatory use of the Apostolicum, but rather gives it completely free, even at Baptism and 
Confirmation. A few weeks ago the Consistory published a draft of the agenda, which will be 
discussed by the Synod next autumn. The "liberal church association" has already issued a 
leaflet on this subject, in which it speaks of the "danger" that "the Protestant freedom, which is 
respected and even protected by law in our country as a whole, is being lost more and more. 
The pamphlet particularly opposes the baptismal form in the draft agenda: "First of all, all forms 
for baptism ascribe a magical effect to this act. In baptism is transferred the rebirth, with it the 
forgiveness of sins." This, he said, is fundamentally Catholic. According to Protestant principles, 
all salvation on the part of man comes about only through faith and devotion to divine love based 
on personal conviction. "It is illuminating 
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thus that, according to Protestant principles, there can be no question of a magical salvific effect 
of baptism on a minor child, and that baptism is therefore here, in the first place, nothing other 
than a profound symbolic act." At the end it says very openly: "Can a liberal Christian confess 
the wording of the Apostolicum with a clear conscience? Let us be clear about what would be 
demanded of him. He would have to confess as his personal conviction: the supernatural birth 
of the Lord, His bodily resurrection, His ascension into hell, His visible ascension into heaven, 
His visible return, the resurrection of the flesh. What, therefore, is the meaning of the 
Apostolicum at Baptism and Confirmation? It means, in effect, that the free conception of 
Christian doctrines is excluded from the Christian community as unwarranted." What is 
significant about the appeal is that it operates only on "Protestant" principles, and nowhere on 
the Word of God. (A. E. L. K.) 

From Austria. The ecclesiastical life of the Protestants in Vienna finds a not exactly 
praiseworthy illustration in an appeal by the associations of Vienna: "Dear fellow believers! For 
some time now, the desire and need to seek a closer union among the various Protestant 
associations in Vienna has been growing within them for mutual advancement. In accordance 
with this need, the Viennese local groups of the Gustav Adolf Association, the Leopoldstadt, 
Neubauer and Mahringen Protestant Clubs and the Viennese Protestant Association, supported 
by the Protestant Women's Association, the Viennese Choir Association and the Protestant 
Singing Association, have agreed to organize an evening of entertainment and dancing in the 
Blumens€len, the proceeds of which are to be used to support poor Protestant orphans. Up to 
now it had been left to the Romans to "promote" the church community life by means of "dancing 
parties" and "feasting". (A. E. L. K.) 

Papist. On the feast of the Assumption of Mary, the Catholic Church Gazette for Saxony, 
edited by the Protestant apostate Dr. Anger, publishes the following hymn, which, with all 
desirable clarity, brings to light the grave apostasy of the Roman Church from the truth of the 
Word of God. "The death of Mary was neither a consequence of sickness or natural weakness, 
nor a punishment of sin, since this holy Virgin never sinned; it was rather the pure effect of the 
love with which her heart was filled. Since the day of the Ascension, she was sick with love. At 
last the power of her love succeeded in breaking the bonds that bound her soul to her body, and 
on acloud of holy desire her holy soul floated away to heaven. But it was not fitting that so pure 
a body should fall into the decay of the grave, which is a chastisement for the flesh of sin. For 
this reason Jesus Christ raised His Mother to incorruptible glory, which clothed her with a 
splendor that the Holy Spirit compares to the sun and to the shining stars of the night. On the 
feast of the Assumption of Mary, the whole Catholic Church, and with her all the angels and 
saints of heaven, rejoice: 'The Blessed Virgin is exalted above the choirs of angels to the 
kingdoms of heaven. Today Mary, the Virgin, has ascended to heaven, rejoice because she 
reigns with Christ,’ exclaims the Psalmist (?) enthusiastically. Yes, Mary has become Queen of 
Heaven and has been appointed as such by the eternal Father. But Mary is not only Queen in 
heaven, no, there is also a kingdom on earth in which the heavenly Father has given her a ruling 
office. This kingdom is the Church-it is the Kingdom of God on earth." (A. E. L. K.) 
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Modern Subordinatianism in the Light of Scripture. 


(Continued.) 
Like the prophets, the apostles confess Christ as God, as the One true, living 
God. 
The apostle Paul admonished the elders of Ephesus to feed "the church of 
God, which He purchased by His own blood". Apost. 20, 28. He speaks here of the 
God who appeared in the flesh, who shed his blood on the cross, who by his blood 


redeemed and purchased and won his church. Christ here takes the title God, 5 #e0¢ 


(XXX XXXX). It is inconsistent to distinguish between in the predicate and 5 #ed¢ in 
the subject. There is only One God, and that is always God in the highest sense of 
the word. But the present passage of Scripture also proves that Christ is badly called 
5 #e0¢, like the Father. Here, too, the doctrine of the deity of Christ is found in the 
closest relation to soteriology, to the Christian's faith in salvation. God Himself 
suffered, died, shed His blood. Christ's blood is God's blood. On this rests the 
consolation of Christians, the certainty of salvation. If the whole, full Godhead were 
not in the wager, we should doubt and despair that we are redeemed. 

In their epistles, the apostles ascribe to Christ divine attributes, divine works, 
divine worship. In Christ one can perceive all the traits of the divine being. But He 
who in all things shows Himself to be God is God Himself, a real, true God, the God 
whose essence is that He is the highest being, the embodiment of all perfections. 
Christ is set "over all principality, power, might, dominion, and all that may be called, 
not only in this world, but also in that which is to come." Eph. 1, 21. "He is the head 
of all principalities and authorities." Col. 2:10. He has "all things under his feet." He 
is "over all things." Eph. 1, 22. So to Christ belongs all divine power and authority, 
divine omnipotence in the highest potency. And he "fills all in all." Eph. 1, 23. 
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This is the strongest expression of the divine omnipresence. This truth is a comfort 
to the church of Christ. This Christ is the head of the church, and the church thus 
knows that Christ, her Lord and head, is everywhere and always near her, and is 
able to protect her against all her enemies, visible and invisible. "Christ is before all." 
Col. 1:17, He is the eternal God. Christ is the Creator and Sustainer of all things. "By 
him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and 
invisible, both thrones, and dominions, and principalities, and authorities; all things 
were created by him, and for him." "And all things consist in him." Col. 1, 16. 17. The 
expression "through him," autw, di avtoi, does not here refer to mediatorship. Both 


prepositions, év and 51d, also denote causa efficiens, and that just in such places 
where the cause is not indicated by any other preposition. Heb. 2, 10. It is said of 
God the Father, that "all things are through him." In the present passage the purpose 
is evidently opposed to the cause. The apostle's opinion is, Through Christ it came 
to pass, Christ caused it, that all things came to stand and be, as all things consist 
in him, and all things were created for him, for his glory. Christ is the judge of the 
world. Rom. 14, 10. 2 Cor. 5, 10. In his name shall all the knees of them that are in 
heaven, and in earth, and under the earth, bow. Phil. 2, 10. 11. Let all created things 
give glory to him as the supreme Lord. In short, there is no side of the divine essence 
that is not found in Christ. Christ is whole, full God, the same God with the Father. 

And now we let follow the well-known dicta probantia, in which the apostles 
ascribe to Christo direct the highest titles of God. 

St. Paul writes Rom. 9:5: xa'i &¢ ov o Xpiotdc 16 yata oapya, o wv ItA mavtwv Mog 
Evhoyytos E1¢ Tovs aid@vac, aunv. We take the two last expressions ¢ wv, etc., and 


svAoyntdc, efc., aS approximations to the subject of the sentence, 0 Xpiotdc¢, and 
translate with Luther and the rightly believing teachers of our Church, "and from 
whom (the Israelites) Christ came according to the flesh, who is God over all, 
blessed for ever. Amen." Other commentators, seeking to escape this glaring 
testimony to the Deity of Christ, have brought up another construction and 
explanation of the words. They put a full stop after 16 yatd odpya, take the last words 
as an independent sentence, and see in them a doxology of God the Father: "He 
that is God over all-namely, the Father JEsu Christ-be praised for ever and ever. 
Amen." Three reasons speak decisively for the former and against the latter version. 
First, the proximate clause 16 yatd odpya, "according to the flesh," demands a 
contrast which expresses the divine side in Christ. The thesis 16 yata oapya, is, as 


Philippi rightly remarks, set for the sake of the antithesis, d @v $21 mévtwv Bedc etc., 
on which all emphasis lies. As it 
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Rom. 1, 3. means: "the gospel of God ... of his Son, who was born of the seed of 
David according to the flesh, and proved to be the Son of God according to the Spirit", 
and 1 Petr. 3, 18. is dead according to the flesh, but made alive according to the 
Spirit," the apostle here says that Christ came from Israel according to the flesh, he 
who is God over all, blessed forever. Amen. On the other hand, these last words, if 
they formed a sentence by themselves, would stand quite abruptly, and a doxology 
of God the Father, as the conclusion of the whole section 9:1-5, would be 
unmotivated, nay, ill-advised. It would be proper if the apostle's painful lamentation 
over the rejection of Israel should sound out in praise and glory to God. Third, the 
context and the tendency of the speech must not be disregarded. St. Paul here 
enumerates the excellencies of Israel, and laments that his people, who were so 
highly favored, have fallen so low. The highest privilege he mentions in the last place. 
It consists in the fact that Christ, according to his human nature, is descended from 
Israel and belongs to Israel as a member. But this advantage only comes to light 
when the apostle emphasizes how highly Christ stands, that he who is God himself 
has taken on flesh and blood from Israel. The weight of these reasons has been 
acknowledged among the newer ones, e. g. Philippi, v. Hofmann, v. Frank, and they 
have taken the old ecclesiastical explanation of the words of St. Paul in defense. But 
then one must not in any way weaken the high predicates which are here ascribed 
to Christ. It is said of Christ that he is God above all things. Christ is God, the Most 
High, Medc mavtoypatap. And if he be so, he cannot 
to be subordinate to another. Christ is called and is "God, praised forever and ever. 
Amen." This expression is an attribute of the most high God. Rom. 1, 25. St. Paul 
describes the shameful apostasy of the Gentiles from God in this way, "that they 
have honored and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed for 
ever. Amen." 2 Cor. 11:31. the apostle confirms the assurance that he is not lying, 
with the oath: "God and the Father of our Lord JEsu Christ, who is blessed for ever, 
knoweth that | lie not." There is none higher than God, vowed forever. Therefore men 
swear by this God, as by the highest authority. But now Christ also, equally with the 
Father, is "God, blessed for ever and ever. Amen." And so the church rightly sings, 
"The most high God speaks kindly to me, becomes even a little child, and is called 
my JEsulein!" 

As Rom. 9, 5. "God over all", so the apostle calls Christ "the great God". Tit. 2, 
13. reads: mpoc& youpKk thy payapiav EAmioa yar Empaveray tyg dogg tov weyaAov theov 
ya\ owtnpos y. adv Tnaov Xpiatod, “and wait for the blessed hope and appearing. 


of the great God and our Saviour JEsu Christ". Newer theologians also here vindicate 
the title of God, "great God", to the Father JEsu. 
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Christ. Against this v. Hofmann very correctly remarks: "But it is the glory of JEsu 
Christ, not of God and JEsu Christ, which the apostle means. For 0 "éyac “og yai 
OOTIp nu@v is our great God and Savior, not the great God and our Saviour. In itself, 
of course, 0 péyac “edc, as 1 Tim. 1, 11. d waytptog $ed¢, be God the Father, but here 
it would only be so meant if it were said 100 pieyaAov #e00 yai 'Tnoob Xpiotob tov owthpos 
nu@yv. But now o@THpos nu@v standing before Inoov Xpiotod and with peyddov & eov 
under one and the same article, must be added to nywv ju ueyddov as to owtrpos 
and must be added peyddov to owtrpog as to, and both must belong together as 
predicates to Inco Xpictob. The opposing assertion can be proved by examples 
where two proper names stand under One Article, or two constituent parts of a larger 
whole, as the apxiepeic and trpeoBitepor of the High Council, soon as distinguished 
each of its article soon as belonging together have a common article, by no means 
substantiate. The law of distinctness decides. If 2 Petr. 1, 11. x 0 yOptog nuov yai 
ootip Incovc Xpiotdg must be our HErr and Saviour, so cannot 2 Petr. 1, 1. x #80¢ 
quay yai owtnp Tnoobs Xpioto¢ be our God and Saviour JEsus Christ." The sense 


remains essentially the same in our passage leydAov. alone with #e<> 0 and juav 
alone with owthpos and translates: "of him who is the great God and our Saviour, 
JEsu Christi". In favor of the relation of both nouns following the article Tou to JEsum 
Christum, there is also the circumstance that "the appearing of glory" is here spoken 
of. The Scripture otherwise only says, e. g., 2 Thess. 2, 8. 1 Tim. 6, 14. of the future 
appearing of Christ, of the appearing of Him whom all the world can see with eyes. 
We therefore justly call Jesus Christ the great God and our Saviour, or our great God 
and Saviour. Otherwise, "great God" is always used in Scripture to designate the 
one who is absolutely great and has no one greater over him. Thus we read in 
Exodus 8:11, "Now | know that the Lord is greater than all gods"; Deut. 7:21, "The 
Lord thy God is among thee, the great and terrible God"; Ezra 5:8, "Let it be known 
unto the king, that we are come into the land of Judah unto the house of the great 
God"; Nehemiah 1:5. 1:5, "O Lord God from heaven, great and terrible God"; Job 
36:26, "Behold, God is great and unknown"; Revelation 19:17, "Come, and be 
gathered together unto the supper of the great God." But now Christ also has a claim 
to this title of God. Oekumenius writes: "Christ is called great because He is 
absolutely great, and because none can be thought greater." And Chrysostom: 
"Christ is the absolutely great one, apart from whom there is no other great one." 
Incidentally, also in this passage the confession of the divinity of Christ is related to 
the salvation which Christ has purchased. Christ is the great God, and therefore he 
is also "our Saviour," "who gave himself for us, that we might be saved. 
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that he might redeem us from all unrighteousness. Tit. 2, 14. And one day, when he 
appears in public, we will see the great God in his full divine glory, and then our 
salvation will be complete. 

A similar testimony, as St. Paul, is given by St. John of Christ, 4 John 5:19- 
21.: "But we know that the Son of God is come, and hath given us a mind to know 
the true, and to be in the true, in his Son JEsu Christo; who is the true God, and the 
eternal life - ovtdc éoriv 0 adn Orvoc yai Gon aievios, little children, beware of idols! 
Amen." The apostle here again reminds Christians of the great things they owe to 
Christ. The Son of God has come and given us new meaning. We now know the 
True One and are in the True One. The True One is the Father; indeed, He is 
immediately distinguished from the Son. In the True One, the Father, we are, 
inasmuch as we are in His Son JEsu Christo. We believe in the Son of God JEsum 
Christum, and by faith have fellowship with the Son of God, and so, by the Son we 
have fellowship also with the Father. And now it goes on to say: Ovtoc, "This is the. 


true God and eternal life". The question is, whether this demonstrative, oUTos, "this" 
refers back to the True One, or to His Son JEsum Christum. Arians, Socinians, and 
most recent exegetes advocate the former relation, all orthodox teachers of all ages 
the latter. Which version is first demanded by the use of language? The natural thing 


is to refer such a demonstrative, as Ovtoc, "this," when several persons are 
mentioned before, back to the last mentioned. Thus Joh. 1, 2. by Ovroc, "this one"- 
"This one was in the beginning with God"- 0 Adyoc is meant, "the Word," the person 


last mentioned v. 1. The sentence Joh. 1, 6. concludes with the name Ja@avvyc. In 
the new sentence, v. 7.: "This came to testify". John is again the subject. The 
demonstrative only goes back to a more distant subject when it forms the 
grammatical subject of the preceding sentence or has the tone at all. Thus we read 
in 1 John 2:22: "Who is the liar without who denies that Jesus is the Christ? This is 
the Antichrist," etc. 2 John 7: "Many deceivers are come into the world, which 
confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. This is the deceiver and the 
antichrist." In both passages the grammatical subject of the preceding main clause 
is resumed with Ovtoc, "This one." Apost. 4, 10. 11. it is said, "Be it known unto you, 
and unto all the people, that in the name of JEsu Christ of Nazareth, whom ye 
crucified, whom God hath raised from the dead, this man standeth here before you 
whole. This is the stone, rejected of you builders, which is become the corner stone." 
The opinion is evident, "This one," namely, JESUS Christ, is the 
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Stone, etc., although "JEsuS Christ of Nazareth" takes the first place among the three 
persons introduced, D. 10. Christ, God, "this one," namely, the lame man, and is 
farthest from the "this one," v. 11. But on this lies all emphasis in the sentence, b. 10. 
that the lame man was made whole in the name of JEsu Christ, through Christ. Now 
in our place "his Son JEsus Christ" is not only the subject preceding the 
demonstrative "this" at first, but also the subject emphasized. For the apostle wishes 
to emphasize that the Son of God has helped us to this sense, to the knowledge of 
what is true, and that we are in the Father because we are in the Son, that the Son 
has imparted to us fellowship with the Father. So the relation of the Son to Christ is 
the only one justified by language. But the connection of ideas is also decisive for the 
traditional ecclesiastical understanding of the words. If we refer this back to "the true," 
then we do not see why the apostle, after twice referring to the Father as the true 
one, that is, as the true God, should again expressly testify that this true one is the 
true one. The consequence of the speech would then be this: We know the True 
One, we are in the True One, and this True One is the True One, or, which is the 
same thing, the True God, and this would be speech without sense and reason, pure 
purposeless tautology. On the other hand, a clear advance of thought results when 
the Son of God, JEsus Christ, is here called the true God. The apostle first 
emphasizes that through JEsum Christum, the Son of God, we recognize the true 
One, the Father JEsu Christ as the true God, and have fellowship with this true One, 
and now he increases the speech and assures us that this JEsus Christ, God's Son, 
is Himself the true God. Christ leads to the Father, the true One, but He is Himself, 
in His own person also the true God, so that if we are in Christ, we already have in 
Christ Himself the true God. The second predicate, "and eternal life," also points to 
Jesus Christ as the subject of the sentence. St. John consistently links eternal life to 
the person of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, and to faith in Christ. In his Gospel he 
proves that "Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that through faith you have life 
in his name. Joh. 20, 31. Likewise he testifies in his first epistle: "By this the love of 
God toward us was manifested, that God sent his only begotten Son into the world, 
that we should live through him." 1 Joh. 4, 9. Only Christ, the Son of God, not the 
Father is called in John direct the life, the eternal life. Cf. Joh. 1, 4. 11, 25. 1 Joh. 1, 
2. Finally, the warning: "Little children, beware of idols!" can only be explained if we 
understand it in the sense of the warning 1 Joh. 2, 18. ff. and 1 Joh. 4, 1. ff. The 
apostle warns 
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repeatedly warns the little child against the liars, deceivers, and antichrists who deny 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. He emphasizes that whoever denies the 
Son does not have the Father either, has no God at all. Accordingly, the warning at 
the end of the letter has the following meaning: Christ is the true God and eternal 
life. He who denies this and forms a god in his thoughts apart from Christ has in 
reality no God, he serves an idol, he is an idolater. And beware of such idolatry! A 
warning against the idols of the heathen, which would then be set against the one 
true living God, Creator of heaven and earth, would be quite unmotivated here, and 
would not have the slightest support in the whole apostolic epistle. In general, 
however, an apology of monotheism, a theodicy of God the Father, would form a 
very inappropriate conclusion to the present Epistle, while the testimony of Christ, 
the true God and eternal life, only expresses the basic idea of the entire Epistle once 
again, and that in the most concise and strongest form. And so we are left with the 
confession of Christendom, "This, JESUS Christ, is the true God and life eternal." 
Christ, like the Father, is the true, the true God. And because he is the true God, 
therefore we are sure that in him we have eternal life. 

Yes, we confess, on the basis of the clear, firm prophetic word: JEsus Christ 
is God over all, he has nothing, no one over him. JEsus Christ is the great God, 
there is none greater. Jesus Christ is the true God, "and is no other God". 

The whole first chapter of Hebrews is a description of the divine dignity and 
majesty of Christ. There is no mistaking the gradatio here. The Christ, who is first 
called the Son, the radiance of God's glory and the image of His being, is praised at 
the end of the chapter with words of the Old Testament Scriptures as God, as the 
eternal God, as the Creator and Sustainer of all things. And also here the article of 
the true deity of Christ is not taught as a piece of "metaphysics," but the apostle 
testifies to the Christians that this Christ, who is God Himself, has made the 
purification of our sins through Himself. 

In the Revelation of St. John Christ has the title "the prince of the kings of the 
earth", 1, 5, "a king of kings and a Lord of lords". 19, 6. Christ says of Himself what 
1, 4. is said of the Father: "| am the Alpha and the Omega, the beginning and the 
ending, saith the Lord, which is, and which was, and which is to come, the Almighty." 
1, 8. And this same Christ, the great A and O, "hath washed us from our sins in his 
blood, and hath made us kings and priests before God and his Father." 1, 5. 6. G. 
St. 

(Conclusion follows.) 
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Ritschl's Theology. 


(Continued.) 


In the second part of his great work, Ritschl presents the "biblical material of 
the Christian doctrine of justification and reconciliation" in four long chapters: "Die 
Beziehungen der Stindenvergebung in dem Gedankenkreis JEsu. The relation of the 
Biblical idea of God to reconciliation and forgiveness of sins. The significance of the 
death of Christ as a sacrifice for the purpose of the forgiveness of sins. 
Righteousness as an attribute of believers." 

Of greatest influence on Ritschl's system is his construction of the concept of 
God. The idea that "God is love" exhausts the doctrine of God, according to Ritschl, 
and is the only definition of the nature of God that he allows. 1) Therefore it is not 
necessary that God be reconciled with man. In order that justification and 
reconciliation of the sinner may come about, there is no need either for satisfaction 
at all or for the imputation of Christ's righteousness. God is love - this is enough to 
determine God to forgive sin. 

But now Scripture also describes God as a holy, righteous God, and so often 
speaks of the wrath of God. Ritschl cannot escape this perception. Therefore, he 
deals with this point in detail, putting great emphasis on his discussion of the concept 
of divine wrath, which he had already laid down in a monograph (De ira Dei) in 1859. 
But to what results does he arrive in his biblical investigation? The expressions of 
Scripture: Holiness, Justice, Wrath of God are reinterpreted in a genuinely 
rationalistic way and quite shamefully reversed. 

First of all, Ritsch! claims that according to the Old Testament view, the 
holiness of God does not contain any opposition to human sin. It only denotes the 
divine "sublimity, aloofness, aversion against human sin. 


1) Therefore, when Frank, among others, objected in Erlangen that "the sufficient concept 
of God is expressed in the concept of love" and that therefore "the Christian idea that God is love 
must be taken as the starting point by theology without the presupposition of any other possible 
concept of God," Ritschl expressed his great astonishment. "That one as a dogmatist has to 
assert the thought of God which takes its place in the Christian view of the world and of life, that 
one has to determine God fundamentally in such a way as he is manifest in Christ, that one may 
therefore shortly take the Johannine proposition: God is love, as the theme of the doctrine of 
God, against this | did not expect an objection from a Lutheran theologian." (Theology and 
Metaphysics, p. 13 f.) All the less did he expect it, since Luther so decidedly rejected the opposite 
procedure, which Frank, as a Lutheran, ought to know. About Luther cf. above p. 228. 
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the unclean and common". (Il, 90 f.) We maintain that in the concept of divine 
holiness (XXX, XXXX, from XXX, actually to be set apart, secluded) the opposition 
to human sin and impurity forms precisely an essential moment also in the Old 
Testament usage. Compare Joshua 24:19: "Ye cannot serve the LORD: for he is a 
holy God, a jealous God, who will not spare your transgression and sin." In the 15th 
and 24th Psalms it is stated: Only he that putteth away all filthiness from heart, 
mouth, and hands, shall abide in the holy mountain of the LORD, and shall stand in 
his holy place. Cf. also Isa. 6:3, 5, etc. The same is true of the New Testament. 
Ritschl, it is true, thinks: "The holiness of God dominates, as it seems, the old 
religion, while in the New Testament this title, except for a few accidental (!) 
allusions, is no longer used" (II, 89 f.), and then finds that in the New Testament "the 
concept of holiness, which accompanies the Old Testament religion, is repelled," 
since the "revelation of Christ shows its unpassable perfection in this, that it teaches 
to know God as love." (II, 101.) Holiness was identical with love. Now, that Ritschl 
finds only "some incidental allusions" to the word "holy," "holiness," in the New 
Testament, comes from the fact that he quite unilaterally considers only dyio¢ and 


ayortys, but simply ignores the verbal term (ayiaZe1v) and the synonymous. And what 
arbitrariness in exegesis, what linguistic distortion, is he then guilty of! The very 
passages which show there that "holy" stands in opposition to "sinful," he eliminates 
with a few brief words. "The repetition of Isa. 6, 3. in Revelation 4, 8. belongs only 
to the furnishing of the heavenly sanctuary, which the seer describes" (II, 101.), is 
therefore only an idle description, and not rather a revelation of the almighty Creator 
and holy Judge of the world. "In that 1 Pet. 1, 15. 16. designates the task of 
sanctification by the words 3 Mos. 11, 44. 19, 2. thus being attached to the standard 
of God's holiness, it does not appear from the context what Peter had in mind in the 
holiness of God calling the Christians." (Il, 101.) We think: if anything is evident from 
the context, it is the contrast between the holiness of God and the defilements of sin, 
especially of the lusts which defile body and soul, cf. v. 14. and 17. "The author of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews (12:10: 'And they indeed’ [the fleshly fathers] 'chastened 
us a few days according to their conceit, but this one' [the spiritual Father, God] ‘to 
use, that we might ‘obtain his sanctification’ [ayitnc, holiness]) seems to have been 
in favor of the holy 

God's livingness, a concept that is alternated with it in the Old Testament". (II, 101.) 
This is, after all, purely taken out of the air, and strikes at the face of all usage of 
language. And in a similar way, the other "accidental allusions" are also be- 
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acts. But who does not see that Ritschl approaches the Scriptures with quite definite, 
preconceived opinions and twists and turns the Scriptural word in order to find his 
own thoughts in it? 

The same procedure is followed in his examination of the biblical concept of 

God's justice. The result is: "A justice of God, which has its expression in the divine 
law and its inner measure in the necessity of retribution for human action," is not 
known in Scripture. (Il, 103.) "The justice, or more properly ‘lawfulness,’ of God, the 
congruity of his action with his inward normality, and with what the Israelites have to 
expect from God's direction of their destinies, amounts, in the regular Old Testament 
usage, to nothing less than penal justice." 1) (Il, 104.) "The justice of God is direct 
only to the righteous, to whom it assures admission into the book of life. Although in 
a few cases the acknowledgment of God's justice and the consideration of the 
ungodly, who are exterminated or rendered harmless, are closely connected, no 
objection to the results obtained (!) may be founded on this. It rather comes into 
consideration that the extermination of the ungodly is connected with the justice of 
God only in the remote way, that, as this directs the divine judgment to the purpose 
of the pious, the punishment or rendering harmless of the ungodly serves as a 
means of carrying out the right of the pious according to their salvation 2)." (Il, 109.) 
"Unbiblical, then, is the supposition of a contrast between God's grace or love and 
his justice, which, in relation to the sinful human race, would lead to a contradiction 
which is to be resolved by the intervention of Christ. . .. God's justice is his procedure, 
normal in itself and consequential to the salvation of the members of his religious 
community, and is factually identical with grace." (Ill, 445 f.) This is to be the right 
understanding of the Old Testament expression XXX, XXXX; but of the New 
Testament word (dizaios, etc.). 
Ritschl claims that where it refers to God, it is only soteriological, in that where it is 
connected with judgment, the salvific justice, which creates justice for the righteous, 
is meant, which only has the judgment of the enemies as its reverse side. And this 
Ritschl asserts in spite of such passages as Ps. 7, 12: "God is a right (XXXX) judge, 
and a God that daily drieth"; Ps. 119, 75. Isa. 5, 16. 28, 17. Klagel. 


1) In what a convenient way Ritschl here puts aside the passages that are inconvenient 
to him and too clearly contradictory to his violent exegesis, and throws a few "post-exilic 
passages", which, however, by no means all really find themselves post-exilic, together with the 
Apocrypha without further ado, we have already reported above, p. 281. 

2) This goal of salvation, as we will see later, is the "moral" kingdom of God. 
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1, 18. Dan. 9, 14.: "Therefore the LORD also was valiant with this calamity, and 
suffered it to pass upon us. For the LORD our God is righteous in all his works that 
he doeth: for we have not obeyed his voice." Rom. 2, 5: "But thou, according to thine 
own hardened and impenitent heart, heapest up unto thyself wrath for the day of 
wrath and revelation of the righteous judgment (xxxxxxxxxxxx) of God." ; 2 Thess. 1, 
4-10. Revelation 19, 2. 11. 16, 5-7.: "O Lord, thou art righteous, who art, and who 
was, and holy, that thou hast judged these things. For they have shed the blood of 
the saints and of the prophets, and blood thou hast given them to drink; for they are 
worthy.... Yes, Lord God Almighty, your judgments are true and just," etc. Therefore, 
Ritschl can only maintain such assertions through the most arbitrary exegesis. Thus, 
for example, he helps himself in the discussion of Isa. 10, 22. f. (literally: For if your 
people, Israel, were like the sand of the sea, [yet] only the remnant of them will be 
converted. Destruction is resolved upon, which righteousness doth wave [bring 
waving]. For the LORD of hosts doeth destruction and a determined thing within the 
whole land) in that he saith, The sentence can point to nothing else, but to the 
connection between the outpouring of wrath upon Assyria, and the conversion of the 
remnant of the children of Israel. This is the effect of divine justice; and as the 
salutary demonstration of it will follow the destruction of the foreign rule, so it is said 
that divine justice will be swept upon the destructive stream of ruin. This interrelation 
between the divine justice and the conversion of the people is here interpolated like 
an interjection between the account of the judgment." (Il, 112.) With the passages 
from Revelation, however, Ritschl makes quite short work of it. He cannot fail to 
recognize that in the same passages there is talk of a "punitive justice of God," but 
this "ethnisirte concept in this book does not serve to impair the result obtained from 
the other writings of the New Testament (?). For the trunk of the Apocalypse... has 
been recognized as Jewish Scripture, 1) and as such makes itself known precisely 
by the displacement of the present term." (II, 119.) 

Finally, as far as the wrath of God is concerned, according to Ritschl it is also 
not related to human sin or sinfulness. He cannot deny that in various Old Testament 
testimonies, especially in the Psalms, there is talk of a "wrathful affection" in God, 
but there he comes back with his already touched 2) 


1) Ritschl refers to the latest, nonsensical idea of Bischer and A. Harnack that the 
prophetic book of the New Testament, recognized even in its time by Baur as genuine, is nothing 
more than a Jewish apocalypse with Christian interpolations and Christian framing. 

2) S. 281. 
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Differentiation between classical and non-classical scriptural statements. According 
to the classical scriptural statements (in the prophets, for example), the Old 
Testament does not speak of an "act of wrath," but only of individual "acts of wrath," 
which, however, do not refer to condemnation, but to the mostly sudden and 
surprising "active destruction of life" which "the Israelites will experience because of 
the breaking of the covenant and the foreign nations because of its impairment. 
There is no other scope in the Old Testament for the idea of divine wrath; and it has 
never been proved that the reporter of the sin of the first men intended to represent 
their punishment as the effect of divine wrath." (11, 129.) In the New Testament 1) 
however, "the wrath of God occurs only in the eschatological application, and 
signifies the final destruction, founded in his foregoing resolution of will, of men who 
will have decided against the order of salvation, and therein against the moral order 
of the world." (Il, 140. 154.) For this reason also "the idea of God's act of wrath has 
no religious value for Christians, but is a theologumenon that is as homeless as it is 
formless," and Ritschl therefore counts it a merit to have "relieved Christian theology 
of an insoluble task" by his elimination of it. (Il, 154. f.) 

This is what Ritschl says is the correct understanding of the relevant scriptural 
passages. But does not the story of the Fall, even though the word "wrath" does not 
occur, the curse pronounced, the punishment inflicted, clearly indicate God's wrath 
over the transgression of his commandment, over sin? Does not the 90th Psalm, 
with which, of course, Ritschl, as far as we can see, does not deal at all, say clearly 
and distinctly that not only a sudden death, but in general the decrepitude and 
mortality of the human race is a consequence of the divine wrath against sin, v. 7, 
8? The inhabitants of Sodom and Gomorrah neither knew the Israelite covenant, nor 
did they harm the covenant people; the fiery wrath of God came upon them, because 
their sin cried to heaven, Gen. 18, 20; cf. Hos. 11, 8. 9. Cf. also Ps. 11, 5. 6. etc. 
Ritschl then proceeds with the greatest arbitrariness in his discussion of the New 
Testament passages. It is simply not true that the wrath of God occurs in the New 
Testament only in relation to the final judgment and not as an effect on every sin. 
Ritschl discusses Rom. 1, 18: "God's wrath from heaven is revealed against all 
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men. 


1) Actually, according to what Ritschl has taught about the holiness of God, the term "wrath" 
should not even occur in the New Testament. For if the love of God revealed in the New 
Testament excludes Old Testament holiness, how much more so wrath. 
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Now it is already very doubtful whether the present tense atrokaAUTITETa! can be 
referred at all to the judgment of the last day. We think it is wrong. But even if 
atrokaAuTrTeTal should stand eschatologically, 

the very concept of this word indicates that the wrath of God was already present, 
caused by the ao€éBela and adikia of men. For surely only that can be revealed which 
was already there before. God can be long angry before he makes sinners feel his 
wrath, before he expresses his anger. This correct argumentation of old and new 
exegetes Ritschl wants to do away with by saying: "Anger without expression is not 
anger; a movement of the affections which is restrained from any expression, which 
does not even appear in a gesture, is, according to my knowledge, always so 
changed by the counteracting reflection that it differs essentially from anger." (Il, 146 
f.) Eph. 2, 3: "We also were children of wrath by nature, as were the rest," yet the 
apostle says clearly and distinctly that Jews as well as Gentiles are all by nature 
under the divine wrath, precisely for the sake of their sins and transgressions, cf. the 
context. Ritschl disposes of this passage with the evasion that "otherwise future 
experiences are also used for designations of present quality," and appeals to the 
“formulas uidc yeévyg (Matth. 23, 15.), uldg amederag (John 17, 12.), viol dmadetag (2 
Petr. 2, 14.)" (Il, 148.) But he does not see that he thereby beats himself. For that 
"future experiences are used for designations of present quality" is, after all, only the 
case when an inward, necessary relation between the present quality and the future 
experience is presupposed and exists. The natural condition of man, therefore, must 
be one that necessarily draws divine wrath upon himself. Joh. 3, 36. has ever been 
so understood, and must be so understood, that upon him who does not believe the 
Son there remains the wrath of God, pével, which rested upon him before for his sins, 
but from which he could have escaped by believing acceptance of the Son. Now 
Ritschl thinks here also to refer 6“' to the "final doom of the wrath of judgment," and 
says: "To this is opposed the trivial remark that what remains is already there before, 
and the unfounded conclusion is attached that the wrath of God presupposed in the 
disobedient man clings to him because of original sin." (Il, 152.) In a similar manner, 
he then finds himself with the other passages Rom. 2, 5. Col. 3, 5. 6. Eph. 5, 6. etc., 
and thus continues to document his perversion and distortion of the holy word of 
God. L. F. 


(To be continued.) 
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(Sent in by A. F. Hoppe.) 
Notes on a volume of our St. Louis Luther Edition. 


In the volumes of our Luther edition that have appeared so far, detailed 
information has been provided, partly in the prefaces and partly in the introductions 
to the writings, from which it can be seen how great the difference is between 
Walch's old edition and ours. But because these notes are included in the Luther 
volumes themselves, they do not reach the very people who are most in need of 
clarification in this regard, namely, those who think that the difference will not be so 
great that they cannot be satisfied with the old edition; after all, they are the same 
writings of Luther; even if in the new edition the manner of expression has been 
made somewhat more polished and more consistent with our present way of 
speaking, they do not care much about it, since they have become accustomed to 
the old one and have read into it, etc. Thus they do not come to the decision to 
acquire the new edition. Therefore, | have repeatedly been asked to publish 
something in one of our journals about the difference between Walch's old edition 
and our new revised edition, because this would promote the right understanding in 
wider circles and awaken in many the desire to possess our edition. Until now, | have 
been prevented from complying with this request partly by the fear that the editor 
might not be the right person to write such an article, and partly by the circumstance 
that what is presented in it would be nothing more than a repetition of what has 
already been said in the volumes themselves. | have now overcome the former 
concern by considering that it is necessary to shed as much light as possible on this 
matter, and that, in the interest of our edition, this should also be done by the editor; 
the other concern has been overcome by the fact that, in editing the fourth volume, 
which, God willing, will appear next year, | have collected quite a number of notes, 
which can be shared here before they are used for the preface. 

The fourth volume of the St. Louis edition contains exactly the same material 
as Walch's old edition, but mostly in a completely different form. In the old edition, 
the fourth volume has 2983 columns, of which only 385 are originally written in 
German, namely "der Psalter deutsch", "die Summarien Uber die Psalmen" and "die 
Auslegung Uber die sieben BuBpsalmen"; the latter is improved according to the 
Weimar edition, everything else had to be edited according to the Latin. Completely 
newly translated are "Luther's Works on the First 
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22 Psalms" (operationes in psalmos), the "short interpretation on the 23rd, 24th and 
25th Psalms" and "the interpretation on the fifteen songs in the higher choir", 
together 2216 colums. Revised from the Latin are "Luther's short interpretation of 
the first 25 Psalms" and his "short interpretation of several other Psalms", 382 
colums. Why such an extensive new translation was necessary will be seen from the 
following. 

The translation of the first nine Psalms, the operationes in psalmos and the 22nd 
Psalm by Stephan Roth (Rodt) of Zwickau is all too free and extremely incomplete. 
It would rather be called a free adaptation of Luther's writing than a translation of it. 
All linguistic explanations are omitted. At the end of the first and second Psalms, 
large passages are missing; of the third Psalm, more than one-third is omitted (40 
col. are translated; 24 col. are missing); in the fourth Psalm, about half. In the fifth 
Psalm, at 8 294, six cords (of the Latin Erlangen edition) are omitted; in the eighth 
Psalm, §§ 8 and 9 do not yet constitute One Columne in Roth, but seven pages in 
the Latin; and there, 8 12 and 8 13 are transposed. Such arbitrariness and omissions 
are found throughout in large numbers, but also several times very gross errors, 
since not only one word, but the whole sense is missed. Let us now prove this with 
a few examples. The Latin is given according to the opera exegetica of the Erlangen 
edition, the German translation according to the fourth volume of Walch's old edition. 

In § 36 of the first Psalm Luther says: "But this will [voluntas, the desire for the 
law] comes from faith in God through JEsum Christum," and then continues (Erl. 
XIV, 25): Ceterum voluntas, quae metu poenarum extorquetur, servilis est et violenta, quae 


autem cupiditate praemiorum allicitur, mercenaria est et simulata, that is: on the other 
hand, the will which is wrung out by fear of punishment is a servile and forced one; 
but the will which is brought about by petition of reward is that of a hireling and a 
pretended one. Roth (Col. 287, 8 36): "The other lust, so pressed out for fear of 
punishment, is a contrived, coerced, and hypocritical lust or will, which stands alone 
on the promise and on the reward or merit." - Erl. XIV, 29: [qui] suas beatitudines de- 
spiciat = who despises their [the world's] blessedness. Roth (Col. 293, 8 48): "that he 
despises his own righteousness [sic] (of which the hypocrites alone know)." - Erl. 
XIV, 265: si interna videas = when one looks at what is inside. Roth (Col. 595, 8 268): 
"when you look at their outward walk." - Erl. XVI, 244: Neque enim sub lege ceremoniali 


factus est tantum = for he [Christ] is not merely put under the ceremonial law. Roth 
(Col. 1640, § 17): "But he is not alone 
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under the law, that he might stand in ceremonies and outward pomp." At the end of 
the same paragraph he has taken odium as nominative, while it is accusative. - Erl. 
XVI, 249: in quae mersi sumus Roth (Col. 1648, § 30 z. E.) refers the quae to necessitate 
instead of mala, thus letting it reign in the nominative. - Erl. XVI, 263: haec tria, which 
refers to Ps. 22, 5. and the two parts of v. 6. Roth (Col. 1668, § 73) understands of 
v. 4. -Erl. XVI, 275: et leviathan vocatur Noth (Col. 1689, 8 115) refers to the law, while 
it should be understood of the devil. - Erl. XVI, 297: tamen res gesta subintelligi doceret 


= yet the fact would teach that it [the missing verbum] ought to be supplemented. 
Roth (Col. 1730, § 184): "nevertheless the thing itself may be understood by it." - 
Concerning a passage quoted (Erl. XVI, 332) from the 35th Psalm according to the 
Vulgate, Roth (Col. 1787, 8 283) says: "according to the Greek text." 

As for the translation of the remaining Psalms, from the tenth to the twenty- 
first, by M. Joh. Jakob Greifs, it is true that what the Leipzig edition says in its 
preliminary report to the fifth and sixth volumes, and Walch, Volume IV, Preface p. 
9, is correct. 9, "that he has used praiseworthy diligence" and "has followed the Latin 
exactly", but it cannot be denied that his understanding of the Latin words, although 
his translation is mostly literal and possible according to the words, does not 
correspond to Luther's meaning in many cases. This can already be proved in the 
first preface to this writing "to the students of theology" (Col. 264 f.), since in it, as 
short as it is, there are several proofs for our assertion. In this preface Luther appeals 
to the slanderers and blasphemers who accuse him of being driven by ambition to 
let himself be seen as an interpreter of the most difficult and most important books 
of Scripture, to the fact that the teaching office, the doctorate, was laid upon him, 
which (in spite of his incompetence and unworthiness) required him to proclaim 
God's word in wider circles. He also expresses the same in his letter to the Elector. 
Greiff did not recognize this main purpose of the preface, and therefore also missed 
the correct translation. Creditum est, that is (Gal. 2, 7.), "it is trusted to me (the 
Magisterium)," he translates: "one has hitherto believed," etc. - The words: quam 
lingua per regiones vagari = as roaming far about with my speech through the countries 
(the antithesis is: murmuring in the corner), Greiff translates: "as letting speak of me 
in all countries." - eo magis mihi displicet professio = the more | dislike my teaching 
ministry. Greiff: "the less | am pleased with my profession". This translation is not 
wrong, but because he has left the word professio untranslated, it is insufficient and 
doubtful, for professio can also mean monastic vow. - quando eo mihi venerit, ut 


gravioribus intento = since it is with 
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|, as one who submits to hard things, have come to this. Greifs: "When it shall come 
to pass with me, that | shall be challenged with harder temptations. The word ut is 
here adverbium similitudinis, but Greifs takes it as consecutivum, and yet construes 
it with the indicative; intento, which Part. Perf. Pass. of intendo, he takes it as first 


person Ind. Praes. of intentare and translates this by the future tense. - Hoc vos agite 
is translated twice by Greifs in the two possible ways, "kehret euch nicht daran," and 
"thut diese Liebe an mir." The correct translation here is the former. - All the 
occurrences just mentioned are in the Latin within the range of less than one page 
(Erl. XIV, 14), therefore we have omitted here to indicate the location. 

An interesting example from Melanchthon's preface shows in a striking way 
how fundamentally wrong a translation that is completely correct according to the 
letter can be. Erl. XIV, 12: quorundam [librorum canonicorum] talis est conditio, ut in 


reliquos vel elenchi vel commentarii vice esse possint = some [of the canonical books] 
are of such a nature that they can serve as an instruction or instead of an 
interpretation for the others. Greifs (Col. 267 1): "and some are of such a nature that 
they may be used with the rest either instead of a refutation, or interpretation." So 
he lets poor Melanchthon say that some canonical books can also be used for the 
refutation of other canonical books! 

The translation of the interpretations of the Psalms itself is teeming with errors. 
Erl. XV, 146: Si quem nostra translatio movet, . . . potest eo fugere - If anyone takes 
offence at our [Latin] translation, .... . he can thereby get out of the offence. Griffin 
(Col. 892, § 24): "To whom our Uebersetzung pleases, ... he may plead that," etc.; 
he thus regards "our Uebersetzung" as Luther's Uebersetzung. - Likewise Erl. XV, 
150: quod noster dixit = that our [Latin] translator has said. Greifs (Col. 898, § 34): 
"What we have translated here." - This mixing up and confusion of Luther's 
translation and the Vulgate runs pretty much through the whole of Greiff's 
translation. Erl. XVI, 8: Nostra autem translatio, etsi abundet suo sensu, Hebraeo tamen an 
quadret videbimus, non quod ideo damnandum censeam, aut ecclesiam Dei calumniari 


velim, quod usa sit hac translatione tanto tempore = Although our [Latin] translation 
follows its own sense very closely, let us see whether it agrees with the Hebrew. 
Not that | think for its sake that it is to be rejected, or that | want to blame the Church 
of God for having used this translation for so long a time. Greifs (Col. 1271 f., § 13): 
"Whether, however, our translation is only made according to our own discretion, or 
whether it is not. 
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However, let us see whether it does not rhyme with the Hebrew text. My opinion 
here is by no means this, as if | wanted to condemn the Hieronymum because of 
this, or blaspheme the Church of God because it has used this translation for so 
long. He seems here, then, to take "our Uebersetzung" sometimes for Luther's 
translation, because it is "only made according to our discretion," sometimes for the 
Vulgate, because "Jerome and the Church of God have so long made use of this 
Uebersetzung." - Erl. XVI, 13 f.: Sequitur alius versus = "Now follows the other verse.” 
This translation, which Greift also has, is of course correct, but he adds (Col. 1279 
z. E.): "which in the Latin Bible thus reads." Now Luther has given the following text, 
not according to the Vulgate, but in his own Uebersetzung. - Col. 1327, § 97 at the 
beginning (Erl. XVI, 45) takes Greift nostram (the Vulgate) again for Luther's 
Uebersetzung. 

Such errors as those just mentioned impair the understanding of entire, 
sometimes extensive, sections. Moreover, as has already been said, Greift is not 
lacking in numerous errors in detail, Pontifices (Erl. XV, 144 and 148) Col. 889, 8 19 
is rendered by "popes" and Col. 895, 8 29 by "high priests"; in both cases "bishops" 
should have been substituted. - Erl. XV, 149: Sed diabolo et iniquitati deputant [verbum 
et opus Dei] = but assign it [God's word and works] to the devil and to iniquity. Griffin 
(Col. 896, § 31): "they dedicate it to the devil and to their wickedness." - Erl. XV, 
167: conscientia malae fidei = his [the deceiver's] evil conscience. Griffin (Col. 923, § 
72): "one to whom his evil conscience says that he has not the right faith." - Erl. XV, 
181: Peccatorem et peccatum pro impio et impietate dixit: the Latin translator has said 
"sinner" and "sin" instead of "the ungodly" and "ungodliness." Griffin (Col. 944, 8 
109): "The Holy Ghost hath here set the word, sinner and sin, before the ungodly 
and ungodliness." He makes the Holy Spirit the subject of this sentence, though 
Luther, immediately afterward in the same sentence, states that Jerome spoke more 
correctly. - Erl. XV, 195: Si unus est, qui elabatur = If there is one man who escapes 
them. Griffin (Col. 968 f., 8 18): "If but one arrow (unus [sagitta]!) escapes them." - 
Erl. XV, 198: Qui sordent, sordescant adhuc = Let him who is unclean be unclean after 
all “Offenb. 22, 11Z. Griffin (Col. 972, § 21 z. E.): "That those who are deaf may 
become more deaf." - Erl. XV, 199: Non enim latine dicitur = This is not how one 
speaks in Latin. Griffin (Col. 974, 8 24): "has the Latin translator given quite well." - 
Erl. XV, 201: Coelum et terra nihil differunt nisi fide et specie = Heaven and earth are 
distinguished in nothing but faith and sight. Griffin (Col. 976, 8 26): "Heaven and 
earth are by nothing 
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Distinguished but by faith and kind." - Erl. XV, 226: non habet satis nec audisse nec 
obedisse = He has not enough in that He neither hears nor obeys us [but wants to 
rule over us as well]. Griffin (Col. 1014, § 26): "he is not content with this, that he 
has the honor of hearing and obeying us." - Erl. XV, 283: fiduciam = a trust. Greifs 
(Col. 1100, § 62): "no confidence." - Drl. XV, 288: et Paulo opus est credi = it is 
necessary that Paul be believed. Greifs (Col. 1107, § 71): "just as Paul also had to 
have faith." - Erl. XV, 306: partis frui = to enjoy this part “that works there]. Greiff 
(Col. 1132, § 112): "to enjoy a part of it." - Erl. XV, 310: crucifixi = of the crucified. 
Greiff (Col. 1138, § 124): "of the Crucifix." - Erl. XV, 311: ne temporalia temporalia sint 
= that temporal goods may not be temporal [but spiritual]. Greiff (Col. 1139, 8 124): 
"so that the goods lent for a time bear perpetual interest." - Erl. XV, 319, Judas, the 
author of the epistle, is taken as Judas Iscarioth. - Erl. XV, 325: suffragia = way of 
help [that is, intercession]. Greiff (Col. 1163, 8 14): "canonization". - Erl. XV, 332: 
pro palliis = for the pallia [which we buy from them. Walch, St. Louis edition, vol. 
XVIII, 1008, § 7]. Greiff (Col. 1174, 8 33): "for our [wool and] coats, [which they take 
from us,]" - Erl. XV, 333: Annon movetur persona paupertatis, . . oppressionis eorum? = 
Does he [the righteous] not allow himself to be moved by their [the godly's] low 


reputation, which they have because of their poverty, ... their oppression? Greiff 
(Col. 1174, 8 34): "Does not then the contemptible reputation of his person, 


according to which he is poor . . and oppressed?" - Erl. XV, 337: Ita enim eos damnat 
= So they also unanimously condemn those. The subject of this sentence is omnium 
sensus. Greiff (Col. 1182, 8 43): "So also God condemns those." - Erl. XV, 360: 
Consummationem et abbreviationem faciet Dominus, that is (according to Isa. 10, 23. in 


the Vulgate): for destruction, and that destruction may be controlled, that the HErr 
will do. Greiff (Col. 1220, § 43): "for the HErr will do this, and make your great heaps 


smaller and ruin." -Erl. XV, 369: ut intellectus sit id ipsum consilium = so that intellectus 
[in the Vulgate] is just the council.... Greiff (Col. 1236, 8 69): "that the intellect would 
be: this very council," etc. - Erl. XVI, 19 f. : qui sciam, quam soleas me dignanter audire 
= since | know how thou wilt graciously hear me. Greiff (Col. 1289, 8 38): "as | know 
how thou art wont to hear me according to dignities." Digner here is: condescending, 
graciously, not: according to dignities; the latter would be contrary to right doctrine. 
- ut non sit impius = that the ungodly be no more [that is, no longer exist]. Greiff (Col. 
1312, 8 74): "that he be no more an ungodly man." -Erl. XVI, 
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44: quibus nihil non impendunt = to whom they turn everything. Greifs (Col. 1325, § 
92): "to whom they may turn nothing." - Erl. XVI, 59: irreparabilis poena = a punishment 
which cannot be averted. Greifs (Col. 1353, § 33): "an irreparable punishment." - Erl. 
XVI, 122: Coram hominibus, ubi exemplum valet, non videtur nisi via ecclesiae esse = 
Before men, where the example applies, it seems to be only the way of the Church 
[not of God]. Greifs (Col. 1446, § 173): "Before men's eyes, where their example 
counts for nothing, it seems to be no other than the general church's way." - Erl. XVI, 


135: Docemur Christianum esse = We are taught that it is Christian. Greifs (Col. 1465, 
§ 209): "We are taught to be Christians." - Erl. XVI, 142: facere quod in se est = that 


man do as much as is in him, Greifs (Col. 1478, § 17): "the doing out of our own 
powers, which is already in us." Greifs seems to have got the "out of our own powers" 


out of context, and then translated quod in se est by "that is already in us." - Erl. XVI, 


158: ad revelationem gentium paratus = [Luc. 2, 31. f.] prepared to enlighten the 
Gentiles. Greifs (Col. 1503, § 53): "who was prepared for the discovery and 
revelation of the Gentiles." - Erl. XVI, 173: quam plurimi and plures = "very many" and 
"a great number." Greifs (Col. 1527, § 86): "not many" and "fewer." - Erl. XVI, 175: 
[Testimonium] de non parentibus docet = The testimony teaches of the things which are 
not seen [Heb. 11, 1.]. Greifs (Col. 1530, § 91): "it teaches of those who are not 


obedient to it." That parentibus must be translated here as we have given it, proves § 
61. 

Since there are so many gross, palpable errors in Greifss' translation, one will 
not be mistaken if one concludes that there is no lack of lesser errors. However, we 
hope that the reader will gladly refrain from giving us proof of this, since he certainly 
has enough of the given evidence. Besides, here and there quite clumsy expressions 
are chosen, e. g., "an elevated silver" (Col. 1029, § 54) instead of: purified silver 
(argentum sublimatum); "by which [Haderwaffer] the judges and elect in Israel are 
swallowed up" (Col. 1116, § 86), instead of: were carried away (absorbebantur). 


A pleasant contrast to this work is the excellent translation of the following text, 
"Luther's Short Interpretation of the First 25 Psalms," the best that the present editor 
of Luther's writings has come across. It was prepared by Basil Faber, the same 
person who, as he rightly says, translated the first two parts of Luther's great 
interpretation of the first book of Moses "in the most simple and faithful manner. Only 
rarely is there an oversight, which, by the way, could also have happened to another 
good translator. 
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Because the errors are so few, we place them here in their entirety. Erl. XVII, 64: 
verbo Dei institutus translates Faber (Col. 1917, § 5): "instructed and guarded with 
God's word," which is correct according to the words. But according to the context it 
should have been translated: [David is] instituted [to be king] by the word of God. - 
Col. 1920, § 12 the word majoribus (Erl. XVII, 66) is translated by "their ancestor," it 


should be: their superior. - Erl. XVII, 80: in fide, since it continues a German speech, 
Faber took for a German word, and therefore (Col. 1942, § 5) put: "in peace" instead 
of: in faith. - Erl. XVII, 142: tum translates Faber (Col. 2030, § 21): "in their time" [of 
the prophets],; it should have been said: then [at the time of the Exodus from Egypt]. 
- Erl. XVII, 167: Sed hoc est nihil dicere = But this is nothing said. Faber (Col. 2064, § 
26): "But what is this but that one says." - Twice he has thoughtlessly followed the 
original, viz. Col. 2148, § 38: "not impute," where it should be "impute," and Col. 
2153, § 55, where it is "the sin of the propitiation," instead of: the propitiation of sin. 

With such good condition of this writing, it was not necessary to translate it 
anew, but we could limit ourselves to improving it. However, one should not think that 
this was done by inserting these few corrections. Several times obsolete, now no 
longer intelligible modes of speech occur, which had to be replaced by passable 
ones, e. g. Col. 1906, § 15: "Is mildly spoken," that is, this is an exaggerated speech 
(est daepfodn); Col. 2041, § 61: "changeable," that is, not without change, corrupt 


(corrupti). Often, too, in order to make the translation more exact and the mode of 
expression more appropriate to our time, whole sentences had to be rearranged. We 
will also give an example of this. One sentence, Col. 2028, § 17, reads in Faber: "I 
have, he says, suffered perilous hardship, both by force and cunning, and have been 
assaulted with mighty and deceitful dealings, even to the death, and so that | have 
often been overpowered, that | thought | must remain. Our translation (Erl. XVII, 140): 
| have suffered dangers both by force and by guile, and have been attacked with 
violence and with guile, even to the death, and so that they have also often had the 
upper hand, that | have thought: | must stay. - Likewise, at the end of the same 
paragraph; Faber: "Now he continues to tell his opportunity." Our translation: Now he 
adds a narrative. - Furthermore, there are a large number of different readings, 
which, to all appearances, are to be put to the printer's account. In Col. 1877, we find 
the superscription: "Faith and Sorrow." These words read in Latin (Erl. XVII, 37): 
Crede et patere = believe and suffer, and should form the conclusion of § 10. - Col. 
1907, § 17 should be read instead of: "sin" hour; Col. 1917, § 7 instead of: 
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"someone" those; Col. 1924, § 5 instead of: "prayer" buildings (this reading is 
confirmed by Col. 1933, § 6); Col. 1935, § 9 instead of: "unworthy" minor; Col. 1951, 
§ 34 instead of: "bleibet" leidet; Col. 1955, § 4 instead of: "der Worten" der Orten 
(this correction had already been made by Walch); Col. 1959, § 16 instead of: "Kind" 
Kunde; Col. 1970, § 8 instead of: "wir" will (this correction had been made by Walch; 
but the Erlanger has put the wrong reading back into the text, Erl. Vol. 38, p. 113); 
Col. 2037, § 50 instead of: "leidlich" bodily (corporale); Col. 2105, § 58 instead of: 
"ruhmet" rihret; ibid. instead of: "verhalten" herhalten. All these things taken 
together with the necessary comparison, reading, and rereading, require such an 
expenditure of effort and time that the improvement of such an incidentally good 
writing is almost equal to the new translation of a writing half as extensive. 

| have also collected about three quarto pages of notes on the following 
writings, but | refrain from communicating them in order not to make this article 
unnecessarily long and not to tire the reader too much. However, | consider it my 
duty (and | am sure that the friends of Luther will be grateful to me) to put in a good 
word for the last text of this volume, "Die Auslegung der fiinfzehn Lieder im héhern 
Chor. The conditional praise of Seckendorf (Hist. Luth., lib. III, § 81, p. 301), which 
Walch reproduces in his preface, p. 20 f., as follows: "although Lutherus, because 
of his overloaded business, was not able to overlook this work exactly, nevertheless 
one finds much in it by which one can recognize how godly and spiritual Lutherus 
was, and therefore such explanations can be read with edification," is also printed 
in the Latin Erlangen edition, tom. XIX, p. 155, reproduces, without adding anything 
itself. This faint praise, which is more like a rebuke, may well have some justification, 
if one forms his judgment according to the very different German translations. 
Seckendorf used the German Altenburg edition almost throughout, and also quotes 
from it. Some of these translations are, however, highly deficient, and especially 
those of the man who has the most famous name among the translators of these 
interpretations, Georg Majors. Our judgment, which is based on the Latin original, is 
entirely different. Veit Dietrich has rendered Luther's interpretation in an excellent 
manner. We believe that this work is on a par with the "Extensive Explanation of the 
Epistle to the Galatians," which was copied by M. Georg Rérer, and with the 
Hauspostille, which also did not come from Luther's own pen, but was written by M. 
Veit Dietrich. In the same way as these two aforementioned writings, this one can 
also become a rich treasure trove for theologians and provide them with material for 
sermons of various kinds. But from every householder 
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would like to use it with rich edification for himself and his own for home worship. 

After what has been communicated here, hardly anyone will have any doubt 
that there is a significant difference between our Luther edition and Walch's old 
edition. | cannot, understandably, praise and extol our edition, but | may say this 
much: in the volumes already published, both in the writings originally written in 
German and in the Latin ones, of which several pages have been partly improved 
according to the Latin, partly newly translated, countless errors have been 
eliminated. No one with an understanding will dare to say that this is of no great 
importance, since it is easy to see that in the old edition we are not infrequently 
expected to accept utter nonsense as Luther's teaching. So | hope that these lines 
will also serve to attract many buyers to our edition, especially after our Concordia 
publishing house has offered such extremely favorable conditions. 

Thirteen volumes of our edition have now appeared, the fourteenth will go out 
shortly; the fifteenth is completed in manuscript, and the typesetting of the same 
was begun a few days ago. There remain, therefore, only seven volumes to be 
edited, as the two last are register volumes. 


The Leipzig Mission and Missionary Kempf. 


In No. 36 of the A. E. L. K. we read under the heading "Von der Leipziger Mission" (From 
the Leipzig Mission): "About Missionary Kempf, whose name readers will also remember from 
the mission festival report, the Leipzig Missionary Gazette recently wrote: The Mission College 
had considered the possibility of using Missionary Kempf, who did not leave India after his 
retirement, but runs a coffee plantation in the Sherwaray Mountains, in spite of considerable 
complaints against his earlier personal and official conduct in India, after his attempt to find 
employment in the Danish Mission had failed. The consideration of missionary Kempf's family 
had been an essential factor in this decision. However, he refused to accept the letter in which 
the senior on behalf of the missionary college made him the relevant offer, and publicly attacked 
the mission, whose bread he eats, in a disgraceful manner. As a result, Missionary Kempf's 
pension has been withdrawn. According to a subsequently received letter, he himself has 
completely severed his connection with our Mission. As we hear, he justifies his rejection of the 
Leipzig mission with its 'apostasy from divine truth’, an accusation which he admittedly only 
made after the payment of his pension had been suspended. As far as the complaints against 
Kempf are concerned, we would like to inform you, in order to prevent false assumptions, on the 
basis of reliable news, that they relate, among other things, to long and 
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Kempf's frequent absence from his station, about which, moreover, he did not show the desired 
openness to the church council; in addition, there were complaints about repeated violent 
appearances in the congregation with mouth and hand." 

Against this | constatire the following: 

Missionary Kempf retired in the second quarter of 1893 against his own will and 
against the protest of the eight missionaries Pasler, Brunotte, Wennske, Matthey, Gdttsching, 
Meyner, Mohn and Nather (Missionary Herre regretted that the protest had not been sent to him 
for signature). In a new protest dated April 4, 1893, the missionaries Matthey, Wennske, 
Géttsching, Meyner, Mohn, and Nather (the other three missionaries mentioned above were on 
their way home to Europe) wrote, among other things: "We also take the liberty of adding that 
this is not only the opinion of the eight undersigned, but that of all missionaries, since we have 
never heard from the mouth of any brother that Br. Kempf is unfit for work in India. Only Mr. 
Senior Pamperrien took the liberty of expressing this opinion years ago. Should this testimony 
of the missionaries, who have known Br. Kempf, his work and the conditions under which it took 
place for years, not carry any weight compared to the opinion of the Reverend Collegium, whose 
members either do not know Br. Kempf and his work at all or, like Mr. Missionary Handmann, 
only very briefly (in his first year of apprenticeship in India)? You say that Kempf himself spoke 
of his worn-out strength, and that consequently he was incapable of work. We do not understand 
how this statement can lead to such a conclusion! In this sentence, Br. Kempf does not speak 
of his strength in general, as if it were completely worn out, but he speaks only of those strengths 
which he has worn out in the missionary service, and in so far as he has worn them out, and 
asks only to be allowed to restore them by granting him leave for one and a half years at 
missionary expense. That Br. Kempf meant this is quite clear from the preceding sentence, in 
which he says 'that he is convinced that he is still able to serve the Lord in the mission’. The 
reproach that it is wrong to ask for a leave of absence before retirement does not apply to Br. 
Kempf, since he is not retired on his own initiative and request, and after enjoying his leave of 
absence he would be gladly willing to place his restored strength at the disposal of the mission 
again, if the same were desired at all. Or are there other serious reasons besides the brother's 
physical weakness that are decisive for the Reverend Collegium in his retirement? This seems 
to us to emerge almost to the point of evidence from the Church Council minutes, in which Br. 
Kempf is informed of the Collegial letter concerning his retirement, and in which it is stated 'that 
the Reverend Collegium, in view of the large number of brothers returning home, would have 
liked to leave Br. Kempf in India for another year, but considers it unavoidable in the interest of 
the mission to retire him as early as May'. What is the danger that would arise for the mission 
from his staying? To what extent would the interests of the mission be harmed by a longer, even 
if only interim, work of Br. Kempf in this time, when admittedly, due to the return home of several 
brothers, there is such a lack of trained missionaries who are able to speak Tamul? By this 
statement the brother, who has put his life into the mission, is formally stamped as a dangerous 


subject, with whom it is said: periculum in mora. Therefore, we ask you, Reverend Director, to 
inform us if 
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should really have other serious reasons to speak in this matter, to want to communicate them 
unreservedly. The six missionaries never received an answer to this letter, although they 
corroborated their above statements with a medical certificate. On the other hand, the 
undersigned received a sharp rebuke for this "interference in another's office" for a renewed 
protest that he alone, and not only addressed to the mission director, but also to the mission 
college. The request for a renewed investigation of the Kempf matter, which the undersigned, 
together with Missionary Mohn and at the same time on behalf of Missionaries Matthey, 
Géttsching and Zehme, addressed to the Director during his negotiations with him in December 
1893, was also rejected. The retirement of Missionary Kempf is characterized as a papist act of 
violence. 

2. That other reasons were decisive for missionary Kempf's dismissal is clear from the 
words: "despite considerable complaints against his earlier personal and official conduct in 
India". But from the letter of the six missionaries, excerpts of which are given above, it is clear 
that they are not aware of such complaints, or do not consider them to be justified. What the A. 
E. L. K. puts forward to explain the "complaints" was in any case not touched upon during the 
negotiations between Director v. Schwartz and Missionary Kempf in Yercand on March 29, 1894, 
and is rather only being played out against him now that Kempf has severed his connection with 
Leipzig. Missionary Kempf never left his station longer than he was allowed to or than he himself 
informed the Mission Church Council. In any case, he never left it orphaned, without proper 
representation, even when he, like other missionaries, made use of the statutory freedom, which 
states that missionaries do not require special permission for an absence that does not exceed 
one week. However, such extra trips are usually only for the purpose of participating in a free 
theological gathering, which Director v. Schwartz admittedly declared to be an allotrion in his 
final visitation sermon. What is said about violent behavior in the congregation is reduced to 
stricter church discipline than the Leipzig mission was accustomed to in the country church, 
especially the peace principle of the mission church council. What would the Leipzig missionaries 
say, who on the expedition of Mombast to Kilimanjaro (cf. Miss. Pasler, Lichtstrahlen im dunkeln 
Erdtheile, No. 1 and 2, p. 34) "took the first best chief scrapper and beat him soundly with a 
stick", if one wanted to accuse them of "acting violently", even more so towards heathens, to 
whom they are supposed to be an example of gentleness etc.? If the Parrahs in Simonchey near 
Poreyar were drunk and tasted Missionary Kempf's stick once, that was just as salutary for them, 
and many a missionary does quite the same under these circumstances. Exempla sunt in promptu. 
Kempf was loved and honored by his parishioners as a benevolent and righteous man, although 
not at all sparing of sins, with the exception of a few unrepentant people who then found refuge 
with the seniorate administrator (who lived in the parish district of Poreyar), the later senior 
Pamperrien. What made Kempf unpopular with the regiment was his emphasis on pure doctrine, 
especially towards the missionary Stosch (Kempf's final indictment against him is printed in N. 
L. K. Z. 1894, No. 32. 33. 34.), then his insistence on Lutheran practice with regard to baptismal 
candidates and church discipline, and finally his resistance to direct interference in his official 
work by the senior Pamperrien. The latter had, e. g., issued an ordinance without Kempf's prior 
knowledge, whereas 
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The bridegroom in question (teacher Samuel, later in Panruti and Pattukottah) had already 
entered into another engagement. The groom in question (teacher Samuel, later in Panruti and 
Pattukottah), however, had already entered into another engagement. That Kempf refused to 
then fight out such a matter was one of the first occasions that Senior Pamperrien could not get 
along with him. Nevertheless, after a sermon by Kempf on reconciliation on Maundy Thursday 
1890, Senior Pamperrien felt moved to make amends to Kempf in the vestry of Poreyar Church, 
that is, to confess himself the guilty party, of course, only Kempf was responsible in the eyes of 
the mission leadership for all the discord between him and Senior Pamperrien! - How little weight 
these complaints, which were reported in the A. L. K. Z. for explanation, have, by the way, is 
proven by the statement of the Director in the minutes of his hearing with Kempf on March 29, 
1894: "The Collegium, however, did not pronounce upon your retirement that it was accusing 
you of disloyalty, but merely motivated it with your state of health". So, as late as March, the 
accusations that are now being made public were not officially regarded as such. They could 
never really be proven. 


3. The Danish missionaries in Tamulenland, who shook their heads over Kempf's 
retirement, wanted to have him in their midst. However, since the confessional status of this 
mission was no better than that of the Leipzig mission, although it lacked the papist principle of 
the latter, and since the native missionary Lazarus, who worked with the Danes, was tolerated 
there despite his cooperation with reformed missions, missionary Kempf could not enter the 
Danish mission. This matter was already completely settled at the time of Kempf's retirement, 
and therefore has absolutely no connection with the present offer of the College! 

4. Missionary Kempf was unaware that Senior's letter contained an offer of employment 
at home. He refused to accept it because it was sent to him in a way that violated his honor. A 
Leipzig missionary still in office wrote to the undersigned about it: "This" (the pension) "has been 
suspended (I do not know whether it has been withdrawn completely) because Kempf refused 
(quite rightly) to issue an acknowledgment to a letter from the Collegium according to the order 
of the Director. He replied that he should be treated as an honest man and not as a liar. To this 
Pamperrien replied that he would not allow himself to be dictated the form of his official 
correspondence, the order was from the Collegium. When K. refused again, his pension was 
suspended." Missionary Kempf wrote on a card dated July 31, 1894: "My pension was 
suspended last week by Father because | refused to receive a letter sent to me twice by him in 
an honorable manner. | have now sealed the confession in the pamphlet with the deed and sent 
my farewell letter to the Collegium." The letter from the Collegium, which Missionary Kempf did 
not accept, in any case did not merely contain such a harmless thing as an offer of a position, 
otherwise why the special postal receipt (acknowledgment), which is completely superfluous in 
the case of registration and is only to be demanded by dishonorable people? 

5. The "A. L. K. Z." makes the malicious remark that K. had only made his refusal with the 
accusation of the apostasy of the Leipzig Mission from divine truth when the payment of his 
pension had been suspended. This is wrong. For apart from the fact that K. during his entire term 
of office publicly 
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and especially for pure doctrine and against false doctrine in the mission, on the grounds that it 
otherwise had no right to the Lutheran name, and that he did this undauntedly despite all the 
heartache that followed for him, he explained to the mission director on February 18, 1892, the 
dismissal of Missionary Mohn and the undersigned and the things that led to it as "the most 
recent sad events within the mission" that made it impossible for him to return to the active 
missionary service in Leipzig. It was precisely the Word of God, the pure doctrine, which he saw 
condemned in the deposition of his two fellow believers. As a result, he wrote an essay which 
left the press of Herr Joh. Herrmann in Zwickau in June of this year: "Ueber unsere Pflicht und 
Aufgabe bei den kirchlichen Wirren der Gegenwart" ("On our duty and task in the church turmoil 
of the present day"), to which the words of Kempf underlined by us ad 4 refer. In this pamphlet 
K. calls for separation from the state churches. As p. 5 shows, however, he considers the Leipzig 
mission to be of the same character as the state churches, inasmuch as no doctrinal purity and 
unity is found in it and no weight is attached to it. Finally, in No. 29 of the "N. L. K. Z." of July 22, 
1894, we find an essay by Kempf "Zur Amtsentsetzung der ev.-luth. Missionare Nather und 
Mohn. In it, Missionary K. concludes: "In the treatment of Missionaries Nather and Mohn, the 
freedom of a Christian man and brotherly love have been scorned and divine truth has been 
denied and persecuted. We fear that the word of Scripture will be fulfilled in the Leipzig mission: 
‘Every kingdom divided against itself becomes desolate, and one house falls upon another.’ 
Ecclesiastical disintegration always begins with disunity in doctrine; where pure doctrine no 
longer unites the hearts, there a God-pleasing and blessed cooperation is also no longer 
possible." Only then, at the end of July, was the pension suspended and Kempf's resignation 
justified by the apostasy of the Leipzig Mission from divine truth, which justification was thus only 
a repetition of accusations that had already been publicly and specifically voiced earlier. 

6. That Kempf, by drawing the small pension of 58 Bp. = 66.70 M. (16-17 fl.) monthly, is 
not obliged to say: "Whose bread | eat, that song | sing" and thus to remain silent about all waste 
and injustice in the Leipzig Mission, that with a family of wife and four children this pension is 
"too little to live on and too much to die on" and thus no special gratitude can be demanded as 
for an extraordinary care, is obvious to every fair-minded person. That Missionary Kempf 
nevertheless received this small pension is simply due to the fact that the Leipzig Mission, 
according to its own statutes, simply owed him this money for eight years of service in the tropical 
climate, after it had, against his will and to the astonishment of all his acquaintances in India, 
removed him from his office, deprived him of his salary and forcibly retired him. 

St. Louis, September 27, 1894. Th. Nather. 
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I. America. 

The Augustana Synod - so reports "H. u. Z." - has adopted a new constitution. The name 
has been changed thereby and is now: "The Lutheran Augustana Synod in North America." The 
body has thereby become a Synod of Delegates. At the annual meetings of the Conferences, an 
equal number of pastors and lay delegates are to be elected as representatives. For every 1500 
communicants, a Conference is entitled to two delegates, one pastor and one layman. F. 
B. 

American University. The "Ref. Kztg." reports: "The Methodist University in the 
Federal Capital, which has been projected for some years, is now approaching its realization; 
within the next few weeks ground is to be broken and the erection of the first building 
commenced. Administration Hall’, as this building is to be called, will be a granite or bluestone 
structure two and one-half stories high, 250 feet long, 87 feet deep in the wings and 100 feet in 
the center, with a low tower. The cost is estimated at $200,000. - The ground on which the 
university buildings are to be erected encloses 90 acres, and is one of the highest places in the 
neighborhood, about 400 feet above the Potomac. It has a value of $100,000, which will be 
increased when Massachusetts avenue is extended to it. - The American University is only for 
those who have graduated from colleges. No college department will be in it. All higher branches 
of science will be taught here. In later times a theological school for higher education for the 
clerical ministry will be established. This will not be in direct connection with the other 
departments, but will remain a separate institute. The Chancellor of the University, Bishop Hurst, 
is at present in Europe on matters pertaining to the College." 

F. B. 


Popes and secular power. Catholic Maurice Francis Egan recently wrote in "The North 


American Review": "No pope claims temporal 

Power beyond the territory which belonged to him as secular regent. No pope claims infallibility 
in the management of the affairs of daily life. Without the consent of the nations themselves no. 
Pope could act as the head of them. Out of a merely political question the pope cannot make a 
moral one. No words of his could move American Catholic soldiers to throw down their arms in 
a cause they believe to be right." - Egan is either an imbecile of his own kind, incapable of 
capering the doctrine of the temporal power of the pope, which has probably been enunciated a 
thousand times, and by Leo XIII in particular (See "Lutherans" 50, No. 2.), or a cunning Jesuit, 
who, in order to accomplish his evil ends, spares no evil means. F. B. 

Rome and Marriage. The "Gemeinde-Blatt" reports: Marriage is considered indissoluble 
by the Catholics; but in case of need they always find a way how this bond can be severed. It is 
similar with them with the remarriage of divorced spouses. Although the Catholic Catechism 
answers the question, "Can a married couple never be divorced from each other?" it says, "The 
spiritual authorities may, for important reasons, permit two married couples to live apart from 
each other; but they nevertheless remain married, and no marriage can be dissolved in the case 
of a divorce. 
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If a second marriage is validly contracted during the lifetime of the other, the ecclesiastical 
superiors will nevertheless find a way to make the matter work. The "N. D. Independent" reports 
such a case: "Recently in Sioux Falls, S. D., the divorced wife of a member of Congress was 
married to another man, namely by the Catholic Bishop Marty. In view of the official position of 
the Roman Church concerning marriage, the Bishop was asked by letter for clarification because 
of his conduct. He replied: Mrs. D. was not baptized. Because she was not baptized, her first 
union was invalid. For an unbaptized person cannot receive a sacrament as marriage is. Mrs. D. 
was in the position of a woman who had lived with a man without marriage, and who was 
therefore free to enter into matrimony." F. B. 


ll. Foreign lands. 


On the matter of the two missionaries. The "Sachsische Kirchen- und Schulblatt" 
(Saxon Church and School Gazette) publishes the following commentary in No. 37: "The 
dismissal of the missionaries Nather and Mohn from the service of the Lutheran mission, who 
also use the newspaper of the Saxon Free Church to defend themselves, is still raising a lot of 
dust, especially through the agitation of the 'Evangelical Lutheran Free Church’, which of course 
uses the matter for its own purposes. A calm examination of the matter shows again and again 
that the dispute was provoked by the two young people, even if unconsciously, perhaps in good 
faith, but with a confused mind. As to the point of disobedience, the less important, it must be 
said, words like those of Mohn p. 94 of the Free Church: 'It is a delicious piece of our faith, 
namely, the Christian liberty which Christ has purchased for us with his blood.’ We ought to send 
in our lists, to open schools, and generally to be obedient to our superiors ‘for the Lord's sake,’ 
according to 1 Pet. 2:13. Now we gladly send in our lists for the sake of order, and gladly obey 
and do all things for the sake of peace and love, but never on the ground of such ordinances 
and rule of men; for 1 Pet. 2:13. says, 'be it to the king, or to the captains, as to the messengers 
from him.' Now they are neither earthly kings, nor otherwise instituted as worldly authorities, but 
mingle world and church like the pope. In case of any lapse in our office, we would gladly have 
ourselves punished and rebuked for disorder, unbrotherliness, or the like-but never for 
"disobedience to ecclesiastical superiors," for that is contrary to the truth of the gospel. 'Let us 
not let our consciences be entangled in the statutes of men, and let nothing be made sin which 
is not sin' - are words of almost Jesuit sophistry. Where does this lead, if one wants to recognize 
the orders of secular superiors, but not those of ecclesiastical superiors? Surely the church, while 
it is still on earth, must also be ordered. But as to the more important point, the alleged deviation 
of the Leipzig Missionary College from the doctrine of inspiration, it is true that the dictate cited 
by Mohn p. 93a, must be called somewhat turgid, and perhaps also misleading to young people, 
especially if the Leipzig Mission clearly and unambiguously professes inspiration, it is an 
unjustified demand if two young people stand up and say: You must profess the doctrine of 
inspiration as we conceive it. Do not these two ‘feel that, as it is difficult to conceive in detail the 
descent of the Godhead into the flesh at the Incarnation of JEsu, so it is almost presumptuous 
to conceive of the inspiration of the Godhead into the flesh at the Incarnation of JEsu? 
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Do they not feel that with a verbal inspiration, such as they want, the prophets and apostles 
finally become copyists, and do they not feel that it requires more faith to believe, in spite of an 
error on the human, earthly side of Holy Scripture, that the Bible is God's Word, than to establish 
faith by fixing every word as divine? God save our Church from a mechanical doctrine of 
inspiration!" This effusion needs no commentary; a refutation would be an insult to our readers. 
Incidentally, the editor of the Sachs. Kirchen- und Schulblatt seems to judge about inspiration 
just as it comes to his mind. Only recently he reviewed a book by Dr. Ebeling, "Die Bibel Gottes 
Wort" ("The Bible of God's Word"), which contains exactly the same teaching that Nather and 
Mohn have made known, as follows: "A quite excellent book that cannot be recommended 
enough. The book is also good for our young theologians, who are sicklied by modern Bible 
criticism. " G. St. 

Breslau Synod. On September 12 of this year, the 15th General Synod of the 
aforementioned church fellowship was opened in Breslau. The following passage appears in 
the administrative report of the High Church College: "In our own midst, opinions have diverged 
on all kinds of questions; here and there, hearts have become estranged, and sometimes there 
has been concern whether our church will remain united in the right unity of the Spirit. But even 
in this respect it is necessary to consider what the Lord has done and how he has preserved it. 
What do all the existing differences of opinion mean in comparison with the fact that, by the 
grace of God, the true gospel is still unanimously preached in all our pulpits today, as it was in 
ancient times, and the holy sacraments are administered at all our baptismal fonts and altars 
according to the institution of Jesus Christ. This is the unity of which Article 7 of the Augsburg 
Confession says that this is enough, and when we consider that this good of unity has been 
preserved by God's grace in the midst of this time of confusion and disputing even the simplest 
catechism truths, then we can only thank our Lord with moved hearts and may let go of all 
worries. If, in addition, opinions differ on these and those questions, nothing strange happens 
to us; rather, the faithful witnesses have all experienced it more or less in the same way from 
the old days: what do we want to be better off than such great people? There will always be 
much questioning and arguing in the investigation of truth, so long as the church is on pilgrimage 
on its earthly way. But she will come to the goal in the land of sweet delight, and then her unity 
will appear in perfection, to which the piecemeal work still clings here." This is a very poor 
disguise of the unionism which has long since become established in the Breslau Synod. To 
what then do "the existing differences of opinion" refer? Do they refer only to mean things, 
ceremonies? No, to the most important articles of the Lutheran Confession. The majority of 
pastors still cling with all their energy to the Hushkian little confession of the divine right of church 
government and church ordinances; a few have other, better concepts of church and ministry, 
but submit to the authority of false doctrine for the sake of peace and love. Some confess the 
literal inspiration of Scripture in the sense of the church, others share the freer standpoint of the 
New Lutherans. Some are synergists, others, as far as the doctrine of conversion and election 
by grace is concerned, are, as they are now wont to say, Missourian. 
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..and the other... And this is to be the unity of which the 7th article of the Augsburg Confession 
says?! G. St. 
Dieckhoff On September 12, the Cons.-R. and Prof, of Theology Dr. tisol. st pllil. died in 
Rostock. August Wilhelm Dieckhoff in the 72nd year of his life. He was born on February 5, 1823 
in Géttingen. After graduating from the grammar school in Clausthal he studied theology in 
Géttingen. From 1847 to 1850 he was active at the university there as a repetent. After he had 


earned his licentiate degree in 1850 with the thesis "De Carolostadio Lutheranae de servo 


arbitrio doctrinae contra Eckium defensore", he habilitated at the Géttingen theological faculty 
as a docent for historical theology. In 1854 he was appointed associate professor of systematic 
and historical theology there. Two years later the University of Greisswald awarded him the 
dignity of Dr. theol. honoris causa. When in 1860 the chair of historical theology at the University 
of Rostock became vacant due to the death of Prof. Wiggers, Dieckhoff was called to be a full 
professor, which he accepted on October 1 of that year. In 1882 he was also appointed 
Consistorialrath. In the last time he was senior of the theological faculty of Rostock. In addition 
to his duties as a docent, he was very active in the literary field; in addition to church history, it 
was especially dogmatics to which he devoted his pen. Of his writings may be mentioned: "The 
Waldenses in the Middle Ages" (1851), "The Protestant Doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the Age 
of the Reformation" (1854), "Luther's Doctrine of Ecclesiastical Authority" (1865), "The Binding 
Force of the Oath of Homage and its Limits" (1867), "Scripture and Tradition against the Roman 
Doctrine of the Infallible Magisterium" (1870), "The Church Marriage" (1878), "Civilehe und 
kirchliche Trauung" (1880), "Die Menschwerdung des Sohnes Gottes" (1882), "Die Stellung der 
theologischen Facultaten zur Kirche" (1882), "Die Stellung Luthers zur Kirche" (1883), "Luthers 
Recht gegen Rom" (1883), "Der AblaBstreit" (1886), "Die Lehre Luthers in der ersten Gestalt" 
(1887), "Das Wort Gottes" (against Volck and v. Oettingen, 1888), "Die Inspiration und die 
Irrthumslosigkeit der heiligen Schrift" (1891). From 1860 to 1864 Dieckhoff edited, with Kliefoth, 
the leader of the confessional Lutherans, the "Theologische Zeitschrift." (A. E. L. K.) The man 
has especially done much mischief in the church by his writings on inspiration, which he edited 
in recent years. G. St. 

Marian Service. The "Katholische Kirchenblatt fur Sachsen" (Catholic Church Gazette for 
Saxony), in one of its last numbers, stoops to the following blasphemous speeches: "| know 
nothing more glorious, O Mary,' says Blessed Thomas von Kempis, 'nothing more consoling for 
us than the greeting of the angel to you, Ave Maria. This greeting is so exceedingly sweet that 
no human tongue is able to describe it in all its meaning.’ It is certain,’ says another devotee of 
Mary, ‘that this prayer never ascends to heaven without the pious praying man obtaining some 
grace, whether for the body or the soul. For as we greet Mary by a Hail, so she hastens to greet 
us by some favour.' Another saint says: 'The Hail Mary devoutly said is the enemy that puts the 
devil to flight, the hammer that crushes him; it is the sanctification of the soul, the joy of the 
angels, the melody of the elect.' The Hail Mary is the song of the New Testament and the glory 
of the Most Holy Trinity. He who greets Mary with this angelic greeting gives her and all the 
saints an unnameable joy and delight. He presents her with a fragrant rose, a precious pearl.’ 
Hail Mary! ... holy greeting, once from heaven- 
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mel brought to earth by an archangel, you have been taking your course daily and hourly back to 
heaven for more than eighteen centuries. From the lips of countless saints you have been 
pronounced with the deepest reverence of the tenderest love. Hail Mary ... it resounds throughout 
the whole earth. The child in the cradle slurs after its mother when she piously greets you: Hail 
Mary! The old man, already old and frail and no longer able to say other prayers, still finds the 
strength to say: Hail Mary! Hail Mary, that is the favorite prayer of the Virgin, which, like a flame 
of life, blows around the heart and rises as incense to the throne of the purest Virgin. Hail Mary! 
the sinner still cries out; indeed, it is often his only prayer. Blessed is he when he is almost 
submerged in the mire of sin, and a ray of grace still illuminates his sinful heart; when he still 
remembers the refuge of sinners and cries out with a penitent spirit: Hail Mary! Holy Mary, pray 
for us! And when at last our last hour strikes, when the strength of body and soul leaves us, then 
we shall still feel the power contained in the holy greeting, when our dying lips speak once more 
and for the last time on this earth: Hail Mary!" 

The London City Mission at present numbers 400 city missionaries and 500 assembly 
locals. In the squalid districts of this vast city, now numbering five million, the work of the 
missionaries is fraught with great difficulties. In some places the city missionary is no more sure 
of his life than the heathen missionary on the banks of the Zambezi. He is witness to acts of 
violence and even to death-blows; the missionary is often personally threatened with death. On 
the other hand, the conversations in the brandy taverns also lead to blessing visits to homes. 
Among the city missionaries 26 different languages are represented, even Hindostan, Chinese 
and Persian. (A. E. L. K.) 

From Japan. An unfavorable mood against Christianity has taken hold in Japan, which can 
bring great danger to the mission under certain circumstances. In addition to the slowdown in the 
success of the mission, which has been noticeable for some time, there are now also fierce literary 
attacks against Christianity. A Japanese scholar made the following statement: "The Christian 
God is a phantom, vain vapour and smoke, the belief in him is a stupid superstition. The Christian 
moral doctrine degrades man below cattle. It wants to deprive us of the ornaments of our people, 
of filial obedience and reverence for the sovereign; the Christian places his imaginary God above 
the emperor and undermines filial obedience, since Christian sons leave their parents who remain 
faithful to patriotic mores. Christianity is a national danger to Japan that must be fought. 
Christianity must be eradicated and never again tolerated in Japan." In view of this attitude of the 
educated towards Christianity, it is not without reason that it is feared that the masses of the 
people will also become agitated against it and will resort to violent attacks against the professors 
of the Christian faith. (A. E. L. K.) 
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(Conclusion.) 


The Old Testament, like the New, testifies to Christ as the one true, living God, 
as the great God, the most high God. All the predicates that belong only to God, 
even the highest predicates, are attributed to the Son in Scripture, just as they are 
to the Father. Finally, there are also passages in Scripture in which the Father and 
the Son are placed directly next to each other and placed on an equal footing, that 
is, passages in Scripture that teach coordination and exclude all subordination. 

Ps. 45, 8. the Messiah, the king of Zion, is called God and worshipped. But at 
the same time he that sent and anointed Christ is called God. It is said, "Wherefore, 
O God, thy God hath anointed thee." So Christ is called and is God, as the Father is 
God. 

Gen. 19, 24. we read: "Then the LORD rained down brimstone and fire from 
the LORD out of heaven upon Sodom and Gomorrah." The LORD who had appeared 
on earth, who had spoken with Abraham, Gen. 18:33, rained fire and brimstone from 


the LORD in heaven. The ancients remarked: Deus Filius pluit a Deo Patré. The 
One is the Lord, as the Other, the Son, as the Father. 

Zech. 3, 2. it says: "And the LORD said unto Satan, The LORD rebuke thee, 
O Satan." The person speaking here, according to v. 1, is the angel of the LORD, 
the angel consubstantial with God, or the eternal Logos. He is intentionally called by 
the same name in v. 2 as the God whose curse is desired of Satan. The two are 
quite equal, the Lord and the angel of the Lord, the Father and the Son. 

Father and Son, "the LORD and his anointed," are quite actually coordinated 
Ps. 2:2, 3. in that they are jointly designated as the target of the sedition of the kings 
and lords of the earth, in that their regiment is represented as a united regiment: "Let 
us break their bands, and cast from us their cords." 
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Christ himself gives us a glimpse into the mystery of God, into the inner divine 
life of the Holy Trinity, in the words: "All things are delivered unto me of my Father. 
No one knows the Son but the Father, and no one knows the Father but the Son, 
and to whom the Son wills to reveal it. Matth. 11, 27. This is an "adequate, full 


cognition," "a cognition that grasps the innermost essence of the person." Est 


cognitio totalis, perfecta, comprehensiva. And now it is said equally of the Son 
that he cognizes, sees through, comprehends the Father, as of the Father that he 
cognizes, sees through, comprehends the Son. The Trinitarian life, the Trinitarian 
movement, does not go from top to bottom and from bottom to top, but it is a blessed, 


mysterious passing over and over. Intime et adaequate, mutuo ac reciproce se 
cognoscunt Pater et Filius. It is a mutual, reciprocal cognition, such as takes place 
only among persons who are completely equal to one another. 

This same relation of reciprocity, as it is inter pares, is also expressed in the 
other well-known word of the Lord: "Believe me, that | am in the Father, and the 
Father in me." Joh. 14, 11. "That they all may be one, even as thou Father art in me, 
and | in thee." Joh. 17, 21. Between the Father and the Son there is the most intimate 
fellowship. And just as the Father is to the Son, so the Son is to the Father. In the 
same sense, in the same way, as the Son is in the Father, the Father is in the Son. 
When John 1:18 says of the only begotten Son that He is in the bosom of the Father, 
it is, of course, a personal distinction between the Son and the Father. This is a 
personal characteristic of the Son, that he is in the bosom of the Father, as that he 
is born of the Father. The Father is never said to be in the bosom of the Son, any 
more than he is said to be born of the Son. But this personal difference between the 
Father and the Son by no means excludes the homousia and coaequalitas of both 
persons. The Son, by his very nature, is truly? God, of one being with the Father, 
and therefore equal and coequal with the Father in all things. And a consequence 
of this homousia and coaequalitas is this marvelous interconnection of the divine 
Persons, the Son in the Father and the Father in the Son, this immeatio, 


immanentia, as the ancients called this relationship, or inexistentia mutua et 
singularissima. And so this immanentia, in turn, is a proof of the aequalitas, ut 
nulla persona major sit, nulla minor. 


The fact that the Son is equal to the Father is then also evident in the work. 
Christ says, "My Father worketh hitherto, and | also work." Joh. 5, 17. 

In the words of the baptism Matth. 28, 19: "and baptize them in the name of 
the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit" the three persons of the Godhead 
are coordinated by the double "and". And 
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This linguistic coordination is only a reflex and the adequate expression of the factual 
coordination relationship in which Father, Son and Spirit stand to each other. 

1 Joh. 1, 3. the apostle writes: "and our fellowship is with the Father and with 
His Son JEsu Christo". Through Christ, the incarnated word, we have fellowship with 
God. 1 Joh. 1,4.5. But this fellowship with God is equally fellowship with the Son, as 
fellowship with the Father. 

Finally we remember the blessing that is found in the entrance of all Pauline 
letters: "Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ" or 
"from God the Father and our Lord Jesus Christ". Rom. 1:7. 1 Cor. 1:3. 2 Cor. 1:2. 
Gal. 1:3. Eph. 1:2. Phil. 1:2. Col. 1:2. 1 Thess. 1:2. 2 Thess. 1:2. etc. The apostle 
wishes grace and peace to the readers of his epistles from God the Father, and 
likewise from, G1TU, the Lord JEsu Christo, and thus places God the Father and the 
Lord JEsum Christum in One line, and designates Christum, as the Father, as the 
author of grace and peace. Grace and peace, this essential New Testament good, 
is indeed acquired, merited, and imparted to us through JEsum Christum our Lord. 
But as the Mediator, so also Christ the Son of God is, in like manner, as the Father, 
the fountainhead of all goods. Jesus Christ is our Saviour and Redeemer. But on 
the other hand, like the Father, he also stands before us as God, as our Lord and 
God. All good things, of which we have need in body and soul, we receive and take 
from the gracious hand of God the Father, and from the gracious hand of the Lord 
Jesus Christ. 

Summa: The common Christian faith, the Symbolum Quicunque, rests on 
the firm, unshakable foundation of Scripture. And so we confess with the whole of 
Christendom, in contrast to the whole of modern theology: "He that would be saved 
must first of all have the right Christian faith. He who does not keep it whole and 
pure will undoubtedly be eternally lost. But this is the right Christian faith, that we 
honor one God in three Persons and three Persons in one Godhead. . . . Another 
person is the Father, another the Son, another the Holy Spirit. But the Father and 
Son and Holy Spirit is one God, equal in glory, equal in eternal majesty. As the 
Father is, so is the Son, so is the Holy Spirit... . And among these persons none is 
first, none last, none greatest, none least, but all three persons are coeternal with 
one another, equal in greatness: so that, as it is said, three persons in one Godhead, 
and one God in three persons, are honoured. He therefore that would be blessed 
must hold of the three Persons in God. " G. St. 
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The doctrine of justification according to the Apology. 


IV. 
(Continued.) 


Melanchthon does not leave it at that with the detailed proof that in the Roman 
doctrine of justification we are dealing with a false doctrine contrary to Scripture, but 
he also shows with holy zeal that the papist doctrine of righteousness from works is 
an abominable, blasphemous, corrupt, Jewish, anti-Christian, and downright pagan 
delusion. As "impias doctrinas" Melanchthon 123, 92 calls the doctrine of Romans. The 
doctrine that our works are a propitiation for our sins is to him "manifesta impietas." 138, 
169. "In these pieces-it is said 88, 12 of the papist doctrine of works-precisely in this 
doctrine many other great, quite harmful errors and terrible blasphemies of God are 
comprehended and hidden, all of which it would be too long now to relate by name." 
But the most abominable thing about the Roman doctrine of works in the Apology is 
this, that it is a denial and desecration of Christ and His merit. "If any man thinketh," 
says 113:30, "that he will therefore obtain forgiveness of sins, because he hath love, 
he reproacheth and defileth Christ." Further 180:77: "For this reason Christ is reviled 
and the gospel is rejected, if anyone thinks that we obtain forgiveness of sins through 
the law or in any other way than through faith in Christ. ... For | will put it alike that 
works and love are there, yet neither works nor love can reconcile God, or be counted 
as much as Christ. ... Therefore we ought not to give the glory of Christ to our works." 
And 44, 10: "Qui confidit operibus se mereri gratiam, is aspernatur Christi meritum et 
gratiam, et quaerit sine Christo humanis viribus viam ad Deum, quum Christus de se dixerit. 14, 
6.: 

Ego sum via, veritas et vita." "The adversaries understand this of Christ the 
Mediator and Reconciler, that Christ earns us love or the habitum dilectionis, and do 
not say that we must use him as a mediator, but put Christ back into the grave, 
inventing another way, as if we had an entrance by our work, item as if we earn the 
habitum by work, and after that can come to God by love. This is ever putting Christ 
again into the grave, and taking away the whole doctrine of faith." 101:81. "For if we 
trust in our works, Christ is deprived of his glory, Christ is not the reconciler nor 
mediator." 115, 36. "Haec tribuere operibus nostris, quod sint propitiatio, quod mereantur 
remissionem peccatorum et gratiam, quod propter ea justi coram Deo reputemur, non fide propter 
Christum propitiatorem, quid 
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hoc aliud est, quam Christo detrahere honorem mediatoris et propitiatoris?" 123, 
92. 

Christ was conceived, born, died, buried, and rose again in vain; this is the 
necessary consequence of the Roman doctrine of works. "Si quis cogitabit - fo peiftt e! 


138, 170 - evangelium non esse frustra datum mundo, Christum non esse frustra promissum, 
exhibitum, natum, passum, resuscitatum, facillime intelliget nos non ex ratione aut lege justificari. 
Nos igitur cogimur de justificatione dissentire ab adversariis. Evangelium enim alium modum 
ostendit, evangelium cogit uti Christo in justificatione, docet, quod per ipsum habeamus accessum 
ad Deum per fidem, docet, quod ipsum mediatorem et propitiatorem debeamus opponere irae Dei, 
docet fide in Christum accipi remissionem peccatorum et reconciliationem et vinci terrores peccati 
et mortis." 151, 271. "For what need would it be that God should give Christ for our 
sin, if our merit could do enough for our sin?" 96, 52. "Item, if love be a perfection, 
or a perfect fulfillment of the law, there is no need of the Mediator of Christ." 126:110 
"And if by other works, which are not Jewish ceremonies, we could obtain 
forgiveness of sin, and thereby merit righteousness, what need is there of Christ and 
his promise? Then all that Paul speaks of the promise in so many places would 
already be laid low." 103, 87. 107, 110. The conclusion is concise: "Si possibilitas 


naturalis per liberum arbitrium et ad cognoscendum, quomodo vivere debeat, et ad bene vivendum 


sutficit sibi, ergo Christus gratis mortuus est, ergo evacuatum est scandalum 
crucis." "Now is the day that the monks have taught and preached that the 
imaginary clergy do enough for sin and obtain God's grace and righteousness. Now 
what is this but to diminish the glory and praise of Christ's graces, and to deny the 
righteousness of faith?" 60, 38. 43, 48. But this is shameful beyond measure, "for 
the glory due to Christ is not to be given to the law or to our wretched works." 119, 
61. 

But with Christ and his merits, the whole gospel and all the promises of divine 
grace contained in Scripture fall away. For if we were not to be godly and righteous 
for God out of pure grace and mercy, which is promised in Christ, "what need would 
there be of the glorious divine promise, and why should Paul exalt and praise grace 
so highly?" 94:43, "To use or do works to merit forgiveness of sins, or as if no man 
should be a Christian without such service, is contrary to the gospel." 56, 29. "For if 
by our love we overcome God's wrath, if by our law-keeping we are pleasing to God, 
the adversaries may also say that the divine promise, the whole of it, is not true. 
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Gospel is nothing. For the same teaches that we have access to God through Christ 
alone, that we are pleasing to God not through our laws, but for Christ's sake, as 
through the one Mediator and Reconciler." 124, 101. "Fie - therefore Melanchthon 
exclaims 194, 48 - fie of the afflicted devil, who may thus revile and blaspheme 
Christ's holy and your death." Yea, in holy wrath he curses the adversaries, who 
incessantly misused the law to supplant Christ, and to pervert the gospel into its 


opposite, when he speaks, "Maledicti sint pharisaei, adversarii nostri, qui legem 
ita interpretantur, ut operibus tribuant gloriam Christi, videlicet quod sint 
propitiatio, quod mereantur remissionem peccatorum." 134, 148. 


As blasphemous as the Roman doctrine of works is against Christ, His merit, 
God's grace, and the gospel, it is equally pernicious to man according to the 
Apology. God's glory and the salvation of the soul always go hand in hand and are 
mutually dependent. A doctrine which robs God of glory robs man of salvation. So 
also the Romish doctrine of works, which defiles Christ, drives man either to carnal 
security or, especially in the hour of temptation and death, to despair. "For this 
reason this controversy is about a very important matter, since pious hearts and 
consciences have their highest, certain, eternal comfort in Christ, whether we should 
trust in the merit of Christ or in our works. For if we trust in our works, Christ is 
deprived of his glory, Christ is not the reconciler nor mediator, and we shall finally 
learn that such trust is in vain, and that consciences thereby only fall into despair. 
For if we do not obtain forgiveness of sin and the reconciliation of God through Christ 
without merit, no one will have forgiveness of sin unless he has kept the whole law. 
For the law makes no one righteous to God as long as it accuses us. No one can 
boast that he has done enough for the law. Therefore we must seek comfort in other 
ways, namely in Christ. Trusting in our own fulfillment of the law is idolatry and 
blasphemy against Christ, and yet falls away in the end, and causes consciences to 
despair." 115:36, 37. 116:40. As long as man, in order to be justified and saved, 
deals with works, "the forgiveness of sins will always be uncertain," 107, 110, the 
conscience never comes to rest, and must at last despair. - If we hold that, when we 
come to the gospel, and are born again, we should afterwards merit God's mercy 
by our works, and not by faith, the conscience would never rest, but despair; for the 
law accuses us without ceasing, because we cannot fully keep it," etc. 117:45. 
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Now because the Roman doctrine of justification knows how to speak only of 
man's own works, and nothing of Christ, whom we hold up against the divine wrath 


against sin, it is also nothing else than In doctrina adversariorum de justificatione 
non fit mentio Christi, quomodo ipsum debeamus opponere irae Dei, quasi 
vero nos possimus iram Dei dilectione vincere, aut diligere Deum iratum 
possimus. Adhaec conscientiae relinquuntur incertae. Si enim ideo sentire 
debent se habere Deum placatum, quia diligunt, quia legem faciunt, semper 
dubitare necesse est, utrum habeamus Deum placatum, quia dilectionem illam 
aut non sentiunt, ut fafentur adversarii, aut certe sentiunt valde exiquam esse, 
et multo saepius sentiunt se irasci judicio Dei, qui humanam naturam multis 
terribilibus malis opprimit, aerumnis hujus vitae, terroribus aeternae irae etc. 
Quando igitur acquiescet, quando erit pacata con- scientia? Quando diliget 


Deum in hac dubitatione, in his terroribus f Quid est aliud haec doctrina legis, 
nisi_doctrina_desperationis?" 139, 180. 120, 74. "The law alone accuses 
consciences, teaches what is to be done, and terrifies them. And there the 
adversaries speak not a word of faith, teaching not a word of the gospel, nor of Christ, 
but only the doctrine of the law, saying that men deserve grace with such pain, 
repentance, and sorrow, with such anguish, but where they have repentance out of 
the love of God, or where they love God. Dear Lord God, what kind of a sermon is 
this for the consciences that need consolation? How can we love God when we are 
in such great anguish and unspeakable struggle, when we feel such great and 
terrible earnestness and wrath from God, which feels stronger than any man on earth 
can say or speak? What do such preachers and doctors teach but vain despair, who 
in such great anguish preach to a poor conscience no gospel, no comfort, only the 
law?" 172,34. 182,87. 

Therefore "let the adversaries consider, if a poor conscience will come to 
peace and be quiet, if we obtain grace and forgiveness of sin because we love God, 
or because we fulfill the law. The law will always accuse us, for no man fulfills the 
law, as Paul says, "The law causes wrath. Chrysostom asks, as the Sententiarii also 
ask, how can a man be sure that his sin is forgiven him? It is indeed worth asking. 
Blessed is he who gives the right answer. It is not possible to answer this most urgent 
question, nor is it possible to comfort or quiet the conscience in the midst of 
temptation, if one answers this question. It is God's decree, God's command from 
the foundation of the world, that we should be saved through faith in the Lord. 
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That is, through faith for Christ's sake, without merit, sin shall be forgiven. But if any 
man stumble at this, or doubt, he maketh God false in his promise, as John saith. 
So we say that a Christian should take this for granted as God's command, and if he 
does so, he is assured of peace and comfort. The adversaries, when they preach 
and teach long apart from this doctrine, leave the poor consciences in doubt. It is 
not possible for them to have peace of mind or a quiet conscience when they doubt 
whether God is gracious. For if they doubt whether they have a gracious God, 
whether they do right, whether they have forgiveness of sin, how can they call on 
God in doubt, how can they be sure that God will respect and hear their prayer? So 
all their life is without faith, and they cannot serve God aright. This is what Paul says 
to the Romans: whatever is not of faith is sin. And because they are always and 
forever stuck in doubt, they never know what God is, what Christ is, what faith is. So 
at last they die in despair, without God, without all knowledge of God. The 
adversaries lead such a harmful doctrine. Namely, such a doctrine, by which the 
whole gospel is taken away, Christ is suppressed, people are led into heartache and 
anguish of conscience, and finally, when temptations come, into despair. 183, 88- 
90. Yes, such a heart and conscience, knowing no other comfort than its own works, 
is hell itself. "Paul says (Rom. 14, 23.): All that is not of faith is sin. But they that can 
do nothing by faith shall not obtain a gracious God until they have fulfilled the law by 
their works. For they will always waver and doubt whether they have done enough, 
whether the law has been fulfilled. Indeed, they will strongly feel and sense that they 
are guilty according to the law; therefore they will never think that they have a 
gracious God, or that their prayers will be heard. For this reason they can never love 
God rightly, nor do anything good for God, nor serve God rightly. For what are such 
hearts and consciences but hell itself? for there is nothing else in such hearts but 
doubting, despairing, grumbling, and hatred against God. And yet in hatred they call 
upon God hypocritically, as the ungodly king Saul did." 143 and 116:40. 

How little the Roman statutes, the doctrines of men, are capable of soothing 
consciences is shown by Melanchthon 210, 27, 28, in the example of Gershon, when 
he writes: "And is there still the misfortune, that, when people are under the delusion 
that such a statute 
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The consciences will be in unrest and torment without ceasing, because they have 
not kept their orders, their monasticism, and their works so strictly. For who can tell 
all the statutes? There are innumerable books in which not one title, not one syllable, 
is written of Christ, of faith, or of the right good works which God gives, which each 
one is obliged to do according to his profession, but of such statutes alone do they 
write, as of fasting forty days, of hearing mass, of praying four tides, etc., there is no 
end to interpretation and dispensation. How miserably the good, pious man Gerson 
agonizes, writhes, and wriggles over these things, since he would like to help the 
conscience with the right consolation, since he searches for degrees and latitudes 


of praeceptorum, how far the same commandments bind, and yet he cannot find a 
certain degree, since he may certainly assure the heart of security and peace. For 
this reason he also complains quite vehemently how great the danger to conscience 
and conscientiousness is, that such statutes are demanded in the case of mortal sin 
and want to be kept." And again it is said in 211, 34: "Gerson and many other faithful, 
pious people, who have borne compassion over the great dangers of the 
consciences, and Lin 
We have looked for a way to help consciences, so that they will not be tortured by 
tradition in so many ways, and we have not been able to find anything certain to 
help consciences out of their bonds. 

Yes, in the distress of death, even Roman priests and monks would sometimes 
have abandoned their own bleak doctrine of works and pointed the poor 
consciences to Christ's death: "Frightened consciences - it says 90:20 - well feel 
that one can earn nothing from condigno, nor from congruo, and soon sink into 
despair and despair, if another word is not preached to them than the doctrine of the 
law, namely, the gospel of Christ, who was given for us. Therefore one knows 
several histories that the monks of the Barefoot, when they had long pledged their 
order and good works in vain to some good consciences at the hour of death, that 
they finally had to keep silent about their order and St. Francis and say this word: 
"Dear man, Christ died for you! This alone has refreshed and comforted in anguish 
and given peace and comfort." 90:20; and therefore this question must be put to the 
adversaries, "What counsel do they give to the poor consciences at the hour of 
death? whether they put consciences off, that they may go well, be saved, have a 
gracious God for their own merit, or of God's grace and mercy for Christ's sake? For 
S. Peter, S. Paul, and the like saints, cannot boast that God owes them eternal life 
for their sufferings, nor have they trusted in their works, but in the mercy promised 
in Christ." 143. 
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If, therefore, the Roman doctrine of works drives the awakened consciences, 
who feel their sins and fear God's wrath, to despair, so, on the other hand, the dull, 
indifferent, impudent sinners only deeper and deeper into carnal security. "This also 


Melanchthon emphasizes when he declares 139, 181: "Doctrina_eorum 
conscientias vel ad praesumptionem vel ad desperationem adducit" and 90, 21 


thus writes: "The adversaries teach nothing but an outward piety of outward good 
works, which Paul calls piety of the law, and so, like the Jews, seeing the face of 
Moses covered, do nothing but strengthen in some sure hypocrites the certainty and 
hardness. lead people to a sandy ground on their own works, by which Christ and 
the gospel are despised, give many a miserable conscience cause for despair, for 
they do good works on uncertain delusions, never learn how great a powerful thing 
faith is, finally fall completely into despair." - By the fruits, too, it is thus manifest how 
reprehensible and pernicious the Romish doctrine of works is. From thorns one may 
gather sloes, but not grapes and figs, and from the doctrine of works one may reap 
carnal security and despair, fruit unto death, but none unto life. 

It is precisely with its doctrine of the righteousness and blessedness of man 
through works, the statutes of men, that, according to the Apology, Pabbism has 
stamped the brand of antichristianity on its forehead and has joined the Turks. Page 
208, 18 it says, "And what may the public cause of many words? When the 
adversaries defend this service of God as his works, by which one earns forgiveness 
of sins and blessedness, they set up a public antichristian doctrine and kingdom. For 
the kingdom of Antichrist is actually such a new worship invented by men, by which 
Christ is rejected, as Mahomet's kingdom has worship of its own choosing, its own 
works, by which they think they become holy and pious for God, and do not hold that 
one becomes righteous by faith alone in Christ. Thus the ministry also becomes a 
piece of the kingdom of Antichrist, when it teaches to obtain forgiveness of sin and 
to make atonement for God through the commandment of men. For then Christ's 
glory is taken away, when they teach that we are not justified by Christ without merit 
through faith, but by such worship; especially when they teach that such self-chosen 
worship is not only useful, but also necessary." 


Doctrinae daemoniorum, quas spargit in ecclesia diabolus, - Jewish and 
diabolical is the doctrine of the adversaries concerning the blessedness of man 
through the statutes of men. "Though we thought," says 206:3-5, "that the 
adversaries would seek other causes to protect the statutes of men, yet we would 
not have thought that 
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they should condemn this article, namely, by men's tradition no one deserves 
forgiveness of sin. But because the same whole article is unashamedly condemned, 
we have an easy, bad thing. For this is publicly Jewish, that is, publicly suppressing 
the gospel with the devil's doctrine. For the Scriptures and Paul call such doctrines 
true doctrines of the devil only when they are praised for serving to obtain 
forgiveness of sin. For they are contrary to Christ, contrary to the gospel, as fire and 
water are contrary to one another. The gospel teaches that through faith in Christ 
we obtain forgiveness of sin without merit, and that God is propitiated. But the 
adversaries set up another mediator, the law of men, by which they would obtain 
forgiveness of sin, and by which they would atone for the wrath of God. But Christ 
plainly saith, They serve me in vain by the commandment of men." And of confession 
"they teach nothing, but make long registers, and tell sins, and more than one sin, 
against the commandment of men, and lead men on as if such counting were de 


jure divino, which is commanded by God; and this would not be so very 
burdensome, if they had only taught rightly of absolution and faith. But there they go 
over again, and leave the high consolation, and say that the work of confession and 
repentance makes one pious ex opere operato, without Christ, without faith; these 
are called true Jews. 169, 11. 12. "It must hurt a pious heart to hear the very clumsy 
speech of the adversaries. For he that runneth and considereth it, must be heartily 
grieved at such public doctrines of the devil, which the wicked Satan hath spread 
abroad to suppress the true doctrine of the gospel, lest any man or few should be 
taught what is law or gospel, what is repentance or faith, or what are the benefits of 
Christ." 193, 44. 

Yes, the Roman doctrine of works is, according to the Apology, a specifically 
pagan and not a Christian doctrine. "Here-in the doctrine of works-the scholastici 
have followed the philosophis," says Melanchthon 88, 9 and 89, 12-16: "For God's 
sake let every Christian reader consider this. Can we become pious and Christians 
for God through such works, | would like to hear (and try all your best to answer 
here), what difference there is between the philosophers and Christ's teaching, if we 
can obtain forgiveness of sin through such our work or actus elicitos, what help is 
Christ to us? Can we become holy and pious to God by natural reason and our own 
good works, what may we then do with the blood and death of Christ, or that we may 
be born again through him, as Peter says (1 Pet. 1, 18. ff.)? ... 
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| myself have heard a great preacher who did not think of Christ and the gospel, and 
preached Aristotle's Ethicorum; is not this called childish, foolish preaching among 
Christians? But if the adversary's doctrine be true, the Ethicorum is a delicious book 
of preaching, and a fine new Bible. For it is not easy for anyone to write better about 
an outwardly respectable life than Aristotle. We see that some scholars have written 
books in which they show that the word of Christ and the sayings of Socrates and 
Zeno agree together, as if Christ had come to give good law and commandment, by 
which we are to merit forgiveness of sins, and not rather to proclaim the grace and 
peace of God and to distribute the Holy Spirit by his merit and blood. Therefore, if 
we accept the doctrine of the adversaries, that we may merit forgiveness of sins by 
the merits of natural reason and our works, we are already Aristotelian and not 
Christian, and there is no distinction between respectable and heathen, between 
Pharisaic and Christian life, between philosophy and the Gospel." 89, 12-16. 

The scholastics therefore rightly regard the Apology as religious philosophy, 
and the theology of it as pagan philosophy. On page 179, 68, 69 it says: "But they 
will perhaps say that they also have teachers for themselves, Scotum, Gabrielem, 
and the like, who also have great names, in addition to the sayings of the fathers, 
which are dressed in a mangled way in the decree. Yes, it is true, they are all called 
teachers and scribes, but by the song you can tell which birds they are. These 
scribes have taught nothing but philosophy, and have known nothing of Christ and 
God's work; their books clearly prove this. Therefore we are not mistaken, but know 
truly that we may cheerfully hold the word of the holy apostle Peter, as a great doctor, 
against all the Sententiarios in a heap, even if they were many thousands." 151, 269. 
"Dear Lord God," exclaims Melanchthon 115, 38 of the scholastics, "how may people 
call themselves Christians or say that they have ever looked at or read the books of 
the Gospel that still dispute this, that we obtain forgiveness of sin through faith in 
Christ? It is a terrible thing for a Christian man to hear alone." And that, finally, 
idolatry can be justified by the Roman doctrine of the works of all heathen and 
ungodly kings in Israel, Melanchthon 208, 14-17, says: "If men have power to 
perform worship, that we may thereby pay for sin and become pious for God, then 
all heathen worship, all idolatry of all ungodly kings in Israel, Jeroboam's and others, 
must be justified by the Roman doctrine of the works of all heathen and ungodly 
kings in Israel," Melanchthon 208, 14-17. 
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It is also good, for there is no difference. If men have the power to establish worship, 
so that they may earn salvation, why should the worship of the Gentiles and 
Israelites, which they have chosen for themselves, be unjust? For therefore are the 
services of the Gentiles and Israelites rejected, because they would think that such 
services pleased God, and knew nothing of the highest service of God, which is 
called faith. How can we be sure that such services and works without the word of 
God make us righteous in the sight of God, since no man can know or experience 
the will of God apart from his word alone? How if such worship the Lord God not only 
despises, but also considers an abomination? How then may the adversaries say 
that they make righteous for God? Without God's word no one can say that. Paul 
says to the Romans: Everything that does not come from faith is sin. Now if the same 
worship have no divine command, their hearts must be in doubt whether they please 
God." 

"Therefore only far, far from us with the Pharisaical doctrines of the 
adversaries, saying that we do not obtain forgiveness of sin by faith, but that we must 
earn it by our works and by our love toward God. Item, that with our works and love 
we should atone for God's wrath." 182, 85. F. B. 
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(Continued.) 

According to Ritschl's views on holiness, righteousness, and the wrath of God, 
as outlined above (pp. 296-301), it is only a logical consequence that Ritschl, in his 
doctrine of reconciliation and justification, protests against nothing so vigorously as 
against the scriptural testimony of the vicarious suffering of punishment, the vicarious 
satisfaction of Christ, and of the declaration of the sinner's righteousness, attested 
by God, without his own merit, solely for the sake of the merit of Christ. For if there 
is no wrath of God against sin, if there is no condemnable guilt at all, nor 
condemnation, 1) if sin, for which forgiveness is provided, is to be judged only as 
"ignorance" (Il, 246), there can be no more absurd opinion than that Christ's task 
consisted in this, through his righteousness, 


1) "No logic enables us to elucidate the relations of the apparently purposeless and the 
really purposeless phenomena of human life, which surround the transparent domain of our 
religious and moral task, by asserting the eternal damnation positively imposed by God." (Ritschl, 
Justification and Reconciliation, III, 349.) 
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to atone for God's wrath against our sins through his one-time, willing sacrifice, and 
thus to earn for us forgiveness of sins and justification. His task could only be to 
demonstrate to mankind that it is a delusion, a delusion that has crept into the human 
heart out of natural religion, as if God were angry with us, as if he could be angry at 
all. Ritschl voices his protest repeatedly and unapologetically. "The sentence that 
Christ atoned for sins through his suffering also appears at first to be a formula of a 
negative sense. As familiar as this formula is to many theologians of the present 
day, it has so little direct foundation in biblical thought... If now the formula is meant 
in the sense that Christ suffered the punishment for the sins of mankind as 
punishment, | absolutely reject this view, since it is out of all proportion to the biblical 
conception of the sacrifice, and moreover does not fit the facts." (III, 536 f.) In these 
and similar sentences, the verdict of condemnation is pronounced with a clarity and 
distinctness that leaves nothing to be desired, on that which forms the core and star 
of the Lutheran doctrine of reconciliation and justification, on the prophetic word, 
which then resounds as the keynote through the whole of Scripture: "He is wounded 
for our iniquity, and broken for our sin. The punishment is upon him, that we might 
have peace; and by his wounds we are healed." Isa. 53:5. 

But how does Ritschl deal with this clear and powerful statement? How is it 
possible that he dares to denounce the teaching that Christ atoned for the sins of 
mankind through his suffering as an unbiblical view, in defiance of the New 
Testament? In the sections of his "Biblical Doctrinal Material" that belong here, we 
again find the most violent exegesis, the most outrageous abuse of the Holy 
Scriptures. Let us go into this a little more closely. 

It has already been briefly pointed out above, p. 282, how Ritschl begins his 
discussion of Isa. 53 by suspecting the whole chapter to be apocryphal. He claims, 
without offering proof, that in Isaiah 40-66 the servant of God means the Israelite 
people. In chapter 53, however, the prophet obviously had a certain individual 
person of his time in mind, presumably not a prophetic personality, but a member of 
the royal family (?). This interrupts the coherence of the entire prophecy, and the 
content of this chapter does not have an effect in the later part of the prophecy (7); 
therefore, the conclusion is forced upon us that chapter 53 is originally foreign to the 
book of the Babylonian (?) Isaiah, and only coincidentally (!) because of the 
homonymy of the subject in that book. 
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was inserted. (Il, 62.) But no! Everyone who has eyes of understanding sees that 
this 53rd chapter fits quite well into the second part of the prophetic book of Isaiah, 
that also the content of the same is echoed in other respects, and that just through 
the same the understanding of the "servant of the Lord" of the people of Israel, 
which is popular with many modern theologians, is proven to be fundamentally 
wrong. 

At first, Ritschl does not seem to stray so far from the correct understanding 
of this chapter. He says: "The suffering of the servant of God, which increases to 
the pouring out of his life into death, to the dishonorable burial among the ungodly, 
is, according to God's order, not the result of his own guilt, but the result of the 
transgressions of the people who are unfaithful to the covenant. His sufferings and 
pains are those which ought to have been borne by the people in accordance with 
their guilt. Therefore, since the servant of God suffers in the place of the disobedient 
people, the Prophet, who expresses this as the knowledge of the people 
themselves, judges that in consequence of this the healing of the people has 
occurred (53:8, 9, 4, 5)." (Il, 63.) But what might be rightly understood in these 
sentences is only good appearances. Ritschl's opinion is quite different. He makes 
this known when he continues: "How this relation between cause and effect is 
conceived is not expressed in the prophetic discourse, and one must be careful not 
to impute to the prophet concepts of modern origin and abstract attitude. As clearly 
as the thought is expressed that the righteous servant of God suffers according to 
God's ordinance what the unfaithful Israelites should have suffered, that in this 
respect he stood up for the rebels (53:12.), so little does the Prophet think that 
thereby a satisfaction is granted to the general punitive justice of God. For inasmuch 
as the suffering is understood as the counteraction of God against the 
transgressions of the people, it is said XXXX 

XXXXX (53, 5.); but in this the concept of punishment is expressed not 
according to a divine necessity of retribution, but according to a need of the 
transgressor for correction and for peace. Nor can this point of view be crossed by 
the consideration of the sentence XXXX XXX XXX-XX (53, 10.). For how the 
voluntary and patient renunciation of life can be compared to a guilt-offering is 
nothing less than clear.... No sacrifice of the Old Testament has the sense of a legal 
satisfaction to God.... A repercussion of the suffering inflicted by God on His servant 
on the judgment of God on the people in the sense of a legal concept of satisfaction 
is not thought of by the prophet. On the other hand, the new assessment of the 
suffering of God's servant, pronounced in the name of the people, as a chastening 
for our peace, with the effect that we, the people, were healed (53:5), is not 
incomprehensible, if one remembers the 
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We are reminded of the recurring observation that religious martyrs are not only able 
to inspire those around them, but also to bring them out of the path of faithfulness 
by shaming their lukewarmness". (II, 63 f.) We ask: Is it really a middle term entered 
into the text, if the words are understood to mean that the servant of God suffered 
and died to atone for the guilt of sin of the people, to bear the penalty of sin? Is the 
doctrine of satisfactio vicaria merely foisted upon the prophet? Is it not a quite 
shameful, rationalistic interpretation which Ritschl gives to the words: "The 
punishment is upon him, that we may have peace," namely, that nothing more is 
expressed thereby than the need of the transgressors for correction and peace, to 
which correction they attained through the contemplation of the severe suffering 
inflicted upon the servant of the Lord, just as the spectators of a martyrdom would 
thereby be brought to shame and inflamed with enthusiasm? We hear Isa. 53. about 
the righteous servant of the Lord, who is the most despised and unworthy, full of 
pain and sickness, v. 1-3. This is a mystery to men, and v. 4-6. we learn the solution 
of this mystery: Not because of his own guilt did the servant of God suffer such 
things, but because of our guilt. He took our place; he suffered what we ought to 
have suffered. This is made as plain as human language can but speak, testify, and 
ever repeat. The notion of substitution could hardly be more clearly expressed than 
by the pronouns juxtaposed and so emphatically stressed, "He bore our sickness, 
and took upon Himself our pains. He is wounded for our iniquity, and bruised for our 
sin. Punishment is upon him that we might have peace, and by his wounds we are 
healed." In quite a masterly manner Luther translated the short, pithy words of the 
basic text, "the punishment is upon him, that we might have peace," XXXX XXXXXX 
XXXX, verbatim: 

"The chastisement of our peace upon him," the chastisement of our welfare, the 
chastisement of our impunity; that is, a suffering was upon him, which we deserved 
to bear as a punishment, but which, since he bore it, obtained impunity, peace, for 
us. And indeed it was God who arranged that the servant of the Lord should suffer 
all this, v. 6, 10; so the punishment was such as the righteous, holy God inflicts on 
wrong-doers, such as was due to us for our sins. But what the great word of the 5th 
verse says, is repeated in the other verses of this chapter, as already remarked, with 
other expressions, and the thought of vicarious satisfaction is again and again 
emphasized. Throughout, the suffering of the servant of the Lord appears as bearing 
the suffering of others, because of the guilt of others, so that the others are thereby 
released from the deserved punishment, because they are freed from guilt. 
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Guilt and punishment are here conceived in indissoluble concatenation. "For the 
iniquity of my people he was afflicted," v. 8; "for the transgressors he pleaded," 
interceded for them, XXXX, v. 12; "his life he gave for a trespass offering," v. 10, etc. 
This was the meaning of the whole Old Testament sacrificial cult, that the 
contradiction between God and the guilty man should be balanced by the offering of 
a gift, and that the inviolable order of God should be satisfied, that another life should 
be vicariously given instead of the life of man forfeited by sin. This happened most 
clearly in the so-called trespass offering, Leviticus 5 and 7. The servant of the Lord 
offered the right trespass offering by the offering of his life, balanced the contradiction 
between God and the sinner, and satisfied God's punitive justice. 

So it is nothing else than a violent reversal and distortion of the divine word, 
which Ritschl carries out on this Old Testament locus classicus of the biblical 
Lutheran doctrine of reconciliation, and which he then also extends to the New 
Testament. Every reader of the Bible knows that Is. 53 is the foundation for many a 
New Testament statement about the atoning work of Jesus, that the New Testament 
directly refers this prophecy of the prophet to Christ. This is so clear that even Ritschl 
does not dare to deny it outright; but he now employs all the arts to show that this 
clear prophecy actually had very little influence on the New Testament. He remarks: 
"There is no doubt that this series of thoughts" (namely, Isa. 53) "closely touches the 
New Testament sayings about the sacrificial value of Christ's death, and that this 
prophecy is well suited for a confession of the Jewish Christian community about its 
founder. Nevertheless, the relationship of the formation of original Christian thought 
to this model of Jesus is much more limited than one tends to assume. Within the 
Epistles only 1 Petr. 2, 21-25, Ebr. 9, 28, 1 Joh. 3, 5. make use of it, and that in such 
a way that individual traits of prophecy are woven into the independent thought- 
formation of the apostles." (Il, 65.) But do not other New Testament writings most 
clearly prove the fulfillment of Jeshaian prophecy in JESUS CHRIST? Apost. 8, 32- 
35. Is Isa. 53, 7. 8. directly referred to Christ? We get the answer: the book of Acts is 
a "scripture of secondary character". But Marc. 15, 28. says: "Then the scripture was 
fulfilled, which saith: 'He is reckoned among the workers of iniquity" (Isa. 53, 12.)? 
This "reflection is missing in the most reliable testimonies of the text". But Luc. 22, 37. 
the same passage is quoted and the words: 

. are found in the best manuscripts? "The authenticity of this saying becomes more 
than doubtful, because the same belongs to a group of discourses which Lucas 
(22:24-38.) interposes between the supper and the going to 
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(which Marcus connects directly), which are partly incomprehensible in this context, 
partly incomprehensible at all, and which look like alluvial deposits of uncertain 
memories." (Il, 65 f.) Likewise, the word of the Baptist about Jesus, Joh. 1, 29.: 
"Behold, this is the Lamb of God, which bareth the sins of the world," is dismissed in 
a quite trivial manner, in which almost all Bible scholars of old as well as of new times 
have recognized a relation to Isa. 53. (II, 67 f.) "Only in the statement Joh. 12, 32. 
does the beginning of the prophetic description Isa. 52, 13. seem to be alluded to." 
(Il, 66.) By such a procedure, of course, it is easy to eliminate disagreeable sayings 
of Scripture which are contrary to preconceived ideas. 

But how does Ritschl deal with the sayings of the Lord Himself about the 
salvific value of His suffering? We mean the passages that the church has always 
cited as proof for the doctrine of substitutionary atonement, in which Jesus wanted to 
describe Himself as the servant of the Lord described in Is. 53, Matth. 20, 28.; Marc. 
10, 45. "The Son of man is not come to be ministered unto; but to minister, and to 


give his life in payment,” a ransom “for many," 5oUval Thv wuynv aurol’ AUTpov 
dvr'l TOAAWV. This saying enjoins, as. 

Ritschl says, "a care in explanation which, in my opinion, he has not yet found in the 
attempts at explanation before me." (Il, 69.) Now what does Ritschl find said in these 
words of the Lord? We immediately set forth the result of his investigations, which 
move through various detours: "The meaning of the saying of Jesus is: | have come, 
instead of those who would vainly strive to make a gift of value to God as a means of 
protection against dying for themselves or for others, to realize the same by the 
offering of my life in death to God, but only instead of those who, by faith and self- 
denying following of my person, fulfill the condition under which alone my 
performance can procure the expected protection for them." (11, 85.) And this 
statement (?) is then further elaborated: "The Old Testament conception of death for 
the individual is now" (in the New Testament) "transcended in the conviction of the 
Christian church, that in death as in life we hold fast the purpose-relation to JEsus 
our Lord (Rom. 14, 8. 9.). This, however, is based on the thought expressed by Jesus 
that even in death he does not become purposeless, but rather realizes his purpose 
and completes his work. As this purpose he understands Marc. 10, 45. just the 
deliverance of his own from death as the final destruction. It cannot be meant that 
they should be exempt from death as the fate of all created beings, for Jesus 
demands that they submit to this fate in a certain case as a test of their faith. 
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..to him. (8, 35.) So the opinion is that, since the comrades of the church of Jesus 
are also subject to death, his voluntary death, guided by a certain purpose and at 
the same time through no fault of their own, serves to protect them from experiencing 
complete destruction and purposelessness in death; rather, that performance of 
JEsu is to serve them so that they are redeemed from the hitherto applicable divine 
doom of the final destruction of life, that they thus gain a different appraisal of death 
than was possible under the Old Testament, and that they no longer fear death." (Il, 
87.) Truly, one can scarcely think of a greater artifice in interpreting the words of the 
HErrn, which are so clear, scarcely of a greater rape of language, than Ritschl is 
guilty of here in his "careful" investigation. Of this Prof. Dr. C. v. Orelli 1) rightly says: 
"This interpretation is - we say it boldly - already much too compilicirt to be historically 
correct. One would do better, in exegesis, to realize more often what the first hearers 
and readers must have thought of a word, instead of using all one's ingenuity to trace 
back new, present-day ideas to the old wording by artificial deductions. As is well 
known, JEsus did not have loud and preferably scholars of Christ among his 
listeners, but simple people, who only stopped too much at the next external 
understanding of the word. But if Jesus wanted to say something like this to his 
disciples from Galilee, as Ritschl lets him say here, he could not have hidden his 
thought in a more sophistical way than behind the word in question, which sounds 
so simple. The Lord would have had to formally impress a secret doctrine upon them, 
so that only one person could understand it according to the intention of Jesus. 
Otherwise it could be assumed that more than eighteen centuries could pass before 
a scholar came who was astute enough to unravel the word." But it is not only 
artificiality that militates against this interpretation. Ritschl's interpretation is 
linguistically fundamentally wrong. For what do these words of the Lord mean? They 
were prompted by the ambition of the disciples. The Lord admonishes them that they 
should compete in self-abasement and in devotion to the service of others, and 
therefore sets before them His own example: "For even the Son of man came not to 
be served, but to serve, and to give His soul a ransom for many." JEsu's whole 
appearance in this world is aimed at a service which he renders to others, and this 
service consists chiefly in his giving his life as a ransom instead of many. For 

(from redeem, especially also to redeem from captivity by ransom) means 
precisely ransom, which meaning is so generally admitted and so lexically secured 
that probably never- 


1) "Some Old Testament Premises on the New Testament Doctrine of Reconciliation," in 
Journal of Ecclesiastical Science and Life, 1884, p. 290. 
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no one but Ritschl's school denies the same. One may assume with Ritschl that it is 
a rendering of the Hebrew 2 Mos. 21,30.; 30, 12., a word which he discusses at 
length, but from which we cannot enter here. Nevermore, however, can it be 
conceded to him that and likewise have the meaning "protective covering, means of 
protection" (in our place: means of protection against death). Such a definition of the 
term flies in the face of the entire Old and New Testament usage. Rather, elsewhere 
and also here, it is a matter of an atonement to God, and that of an atonement which, 
according to the general concept of, can only consist in the presentation of an 
equivalent. The ransom takes the place of the one to be redeemed; in our place, the 
soul of the one (Christ) given to death takes the place of the souls of many. Thus 
these many had previously been doomed to death, and that obviously because of 
their sins, on which the holy God had inflicted punishment. 

is therefore a ransom in the sense that the atonement of the guilt is meant 
as the payment of a ransom, comp. Is. 53, 11.: When He gave His life as a guilt 
offering. But how could the thought of vicarious satisfaction be more strongly 
expressed? Just as a creditor who holds a debtor captive is satisfied when a third 
party pays the ransom for the debtor, so Christ paid such a ransom by voluntarily 
giving His life to die in order to satisfy God, who threatens sinners with death. 

But we break off. It is impossible in this place to go into all the passages of 
Scripture which deal with the satisfactio vicaria Christi_and which Ritschl now 
seeks to empty of their content in every possible way. It is sufficient to have 
examined his treatment of the divine word, his exegetical arbitrariness, more closely 
by means of a few examples. He truly offers no interpretation of Scripture, but seeks 
to bring his rationalistic, godless, pagan thoughts into Scripture and to rob Lutheran 
Christianity of its highest consolation. It is a true word that Philippi once wrote against 
Hofmann, when the latter, in his "Proof of Scripture," likewise denied the biblical 
Lutheran doctrine of the vicarious satisfaction of Christ, and asserted that the 
expression of his "doctrinal whole" on the point in question corresponded better to 
Holy Scripture than to that of ecclesiastical convention. "If that premise of the 
Scriptural conformity of Hofmann's doctrine of Reconciliation and Justification were 
proved,” said Philippi, 2) "then | would at once 


1) "Death" is of course not meant as mere bodily death, but as a summary expression for 
the entire judicial consequence of sin, as the opposite of the life which men are to receive again 
through redemption. 

3) Dr. von Hofmann towards the Lutheran doctrine of reconciliation and justification, p. 
56. 
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| claim to be not only a Lutheran theologian, but also a member of the Lutheran 
Church. For it is precisely for the sake of the Lutheran doctrine of reconciliation and 
justification in its confessional form and version that | am a Lutheran theologian, a 
Lutheran Christian, indeed, a Christian in general. For he who takes from me the 
atoning blood of the Son of God paid as a ransom to the wrath of God, the vicarious 
satisfaction of our Lord and Savior JEsu Christ rendered to the penal justice of God, 
and thus justification or forgiveness of sins solely through faith in the merit of this 
my guarantor and mediator, the imputation of the righteousness of JEsu Christ, 
takes from me Christianity in general. | would then just as gladly have remained with 
the religion of my fathers, the seed of Abraham according to the flesh. "L. F. 
(To be continued.) 


Miscellany. 


Explanation and Correction. In the "Report on the 10th Meeting of the Western 
District of the Lutheran Synod of lowa and other States" page 8, the following is 
published concerning the resignation of Pastors V. StrauB and Chr. Volk: "The 
undersigned (namely, the District President) refused to give the two gentlemen a 
certificate of dismissal, since they had not put their contributions to the Synod 
treasury in order, nor did they wish to put them in order, the former also having 
brought charges against the Mission Committee of our Synod when he resigned." 
These words contain truth, but not the full truth. To complete the report, the 
undersigned publishes the following statement to the District President: "With regard 
to the unpaid contributions to the synod treasury, | refer to the Mission Committee, 
with which | have a credit balance because it did not fulfill its written promises to me, 
which credit balance far exceeds the contributions to the synod treasury. | hereby 
declare that under the present circumstances | will in good conscience not pay a 
cent more to the Synod." On page 17 of the above Synodical Report are the words, 
"The resignation of Pastors Valentin Strauss and Christian Volk from the lowa Synod 
cannot be recognized by your Committee as being just and proper for the following 
reasons: a. The reason for resignation is not sufficiently stated, in that it does not 
express wherein their doctrine and practice differ from that of the Synod of lowa, 
etc., b. They have wholly evaded the scriptural and ecclesiastical course of order, in 
that they have not applied diligence, nay, have not even attempted to communicate 
with the Synod on the matter." Re a. allowed 
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the undersigned to remark, that he believed the statement of the reason of his 
resignation to be clear and plain to any one acquainted with the differences between 
the lowa and Missouri Synods. He had, in fact, justified his resignation in the 
following words, "Having come to the conclusion that my principles and practice do 
not agree with those of the lowa Synod"; and going into the matter more fully, he 
declared, in answer to an inquiry on the subject by the District Praeses, "that | do not 
agree in all those pieces of doctrine and practice in which the lowa Synod differs 
from the Missouri Synod." Sapienti sat. The charge made under b. he rejects with 
the counter-statement that, if not the lowa "ecclesiastical," it is at all events the 
"scriptural course of order" which the undersigned has observed, namely, not to 
confer long with flesh and blood, but to make known without delay his withdrawal 
from a synod with whose doctrine and practice he disagrees. Valentin 
StrauB. 

Editor's Note. It is indeed generally true that a pastor who comes to the 
conclusion that his previous church fellowship has deviated in doctrine and practice 
from the guiding principles of the divine word is first obliged to reprove it, and if his 
testimony and protest have no effect, he is only then entitled and obliged to dissolve 
the previous ecclesiastical union. This rule, however, has no application to the case 
where the ecclesiastical community in question has already been sufficiently 
admonished from another quarter, and, contrary to the testimony of divine truth, has 
become entrenched in its error. And that case is present here. For years and 
decades the Missouri Synod has already testified against the false doctrine and 
practice of the lowa Synod. Much has been argued about the points of difference. 
But to no avail. Under these circumstances, an lowa pastor who becomes convinced 
of the crooked position of his synod is truly not required to start the process all over 
again, but it is sufficient that he declares his resignation. 

The sixth commandment and Luther's life. By Lutherophilus. Halle a. S. Max 
Niemeyer. 1893 - This is the title of a 110-page pamphlet, which is to be followed by 
a second one. As is well known, since the 400th anniversary of Dr. M. Luther's birth, 
a new zeal has arisen in the camp of the Romans, to whom this general celebration 
was a thorn in the flesh, which aims at directly discrediting Luther's person and 
thereby also his work, the Reformation. These noble aspirations of today's 
Romanists are, of course, nothing new. Worthy predecessors had already worked 
on them 300 years ago. This pamphlet shows that, after the lion (Luther is meant) 
had died, the converts, such as Joh. Pistorius and Caspar Ulenberg, and Jesuits 
who copied from them, such as Weislinger, fell upon him, and that 
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there was actually nothing more horrible that they did not say about him. But gradually 
those impudent lies about Luther fell silent, after the testimony of faithful confessors 
had proven these Roman images of Luther to be what they really were: shameless 
slanders. The later Roman writers dared not rehash those lies. "Even at the time 
when D6llinger was still the bitter enemy of the Reformation, he neither in his three- 
volume work -The Reformation’, nor in his book -Luther, a Sketch' alleged any 
immoral action in sexual relations on Luther's part, although he nevertheless accused 
him of the most horrible things of the most diverse kind. Only the present time has 
brought a new and complete change. Janssen began, but still timidly. He was far 
surpassed by the -formerly Lutheran Pastor’ Evers. From this convert the Jesuit 
Tilman Pesch (Gottlieb) wrote, possibly surpassing his teacher. And the wisdom of 
these two has now already become common property of the direction prevailing today 
in the Catholic Church. Smaller and larger pamphlets, like daily papers in quantity, 
proclaim with the most consummate certainty the atrocious immorality of the 
Reformer." So writes Lutherophilus, who also says in the introduction why he hides 
his true name behind this assumed name. Who would not know that here in America, 
too, the Roman harlot practices that unclean craft as zealously as, according to 
Lutherophilus, it is the case in Germany? Many a one, therefore, who hears or reads 
these Roman productions, and is not at once able to find the right answer to 
everything, may cherish the wish: If only | had a sword, so that | could cut through 
these Gordian knots woven with satanic cunning, malice and deviousness! This 
booklet is such a sword. Whoever is in need of it, let him seize it and use it. It will do 
its service, as once Alexander's sword. In this first part, Lutherophilus responds to 
what the Romans say about "Luther's impolite manner of speaking" and his "unbridled 
carnality," and in a later pamphlet he promises to present Luther's allegedly "hair- 
raising” teachings about the sixth commandment. L. F. 
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The Anglican Church. Two new fraternities of the Episcopal Church have sprung up in the 
city of New York this fall. "The Order of the Brethren of the 'Church™ was formed in September, 
when Russel Whitcomb took vows of poverty, chastity, and obedience. And the "Order of the 
Good Samaritan" is for those who are especially devoted to the 
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want to devote themselves to the care of the sick. - Luther says in the Schmalkaldic Articles (p. 
325): "Because the monastic vows are in direct conflict with the first main article, they should be 
bad. For he who vows a monastic life believes that he leads a better life than the common 
Christian man, and by his works wants to help not only himself but also others to heaven; that is 
to deny Christ.” The raison d' etre of a monastery with the above vows can be no other than 
self-righteousness. The Anglican Church, which receives into its midst one Papist filth after 
another as a rediscovered sanctuary, is evidently gradually losing the character of a Protestant 
community and is becoming more and more stale. F. B. 
General Synod. How completely the understanding for Luther and true Lutheranism, and 
thus in general any sense to distinguish between Christianity and gross enthusiasm, has been 


lost to many in the General Synod, is also evident from the parallel which the "Lutheran 
Observer" is not afraid and ashamed to draw between Luther and Booth, the General of the 
Salvation Army. In the number of November 9, the said paper says: "The visit of General Booth, 
of the Salvation Army, to Philadelphia during the season in which we commemorate the 
birthday of Luther, naturally suggests some points of resemblance and difference between 
their work as reformers, and affords some features from which to indicate a parallel in their 
careers. Luther began his work by exposing and denouncing the errors of doctrine, the 
perversions of Scripture, the usurpations of authority, and the various corruptions and abuses 
that prevailed in the Church of his day under the Roman hierarchy. - General Booth began his 
work outside of the Church for the purpose of practically applying the principles of the Gospel 
or the teachings of Christ to the poorest of the poor, the most vicious, debased and criminal 
classes of mankind, whom the Christian Church of the present day - both Protestant and 
Catholic - largely if not entirely neglected. - Luther encountered the hostility and opposition of 
the papal hierarchy, with its prelates and priesthood, and the ban of the Vatican and of the 
Empire, with the persecutions which imperiled his safety and life. - Gen. Booth encountered 
the sneers and ridicule of the secular and the religious press, re-echoed by the ministers of all 
denominations and by the religious people of the churches, who regarded his noisy methods 
as in ‘shocking bad taste,’ and a violation of all the proprieties and decorum of religious 
worship. - Luther by his firm reliance on the Word and protection of God, and the courage with 
which he maintained the absolute supremacy of that Word over all human traditions and 
authorities, won the favor and approval of the princes of Germany, who protected him in his 
work of enlightening their subjects, and thus enabled him to carry on the great Reformation of 
the sixteenth century, which next to the Advent of Christ marks the most important era o 
progress in the history of the human race. - General Booth, in spite of the ridicule, the 
opposition, the misrepresentation and calumny of the press and the ministers, persisted in his 
work of rescuing the poor and perishing, the vile and Satanic, from the hells and infernos in 
which they sweltered and rotted in sin and shame, digging them, as they were, out of ‘the 
horrible pits and the miry clay,’ pointing them to ‘the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins of 
the world’ - thus transforming them ‘into newness of life, and putting a new song into their 
mouths, even praise unto our God.' - By persistent perseverance in this neglected field of work 
among the poorest and 


£ 
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most degraded of mankind, and the marvelous success of his Salvation 
Army in evangelizing the outcasts of nearly all nations of the globe, General 
Booth has compelled the cordial recognition, approval and support of the 
public press, the churches, and most of the religious people of the world. - 
It is not necessary to carry the parallel between these two great Reformers 
any further. The one liberated the human mind from the thraldom which 
had overshadowed it for ages; and the other applies the transforming 
power of the Gospel to the poorest, the lowest, the vilest, and 
demonstrates the power of Christ to 'save to the uttermost them that 
believe’. Each marks an important epoch in the onward march of the armies 
of the living God toward the final conquest of the world for Christ, its rightful 
King." - Sapienti sat! 
F.B. 
The Books of the New Testament. Prof. Wm. M. Ramsay, of Aberdeen, Scotland, in his last 


paper, "The Church in the Roman Empire Before A. D. 170," "For years | have followed the 
critics with great interest and zeal, but with little understanding, and have accepted their results. 
In recent years, however, | have come to a better understanding of Roman history, and with it 
to the conviction that, in the case of almost all the books of the New Testament, it is as crude a 
rape of criticism to consider them as subverted writings of the second century, as if one were to 
classify the works of Horace and Virgil as subverted writings of the time of Nero." - It is truly not 
the great knowledge which has caused the higher critics to be mistaken about the sacred 
Scriptures, but the "thinking themselves wise," the "thinking themselves wise" of the critics, and 
the blind, unintelligent praying of the "men of science" among themselves. 
F. B. 


Il. From land. 


Breslau Synod. The "Kirchenblatt" reports the following from the proceedings of this year's 
General Synod: "On the occasion of the dismissal of two missionaries from the Leipzig 
missionary service and in view of the fact that on this occasion the position of our church with 
respect to the Holy Scriptures was also suspected, a motion was received that the Synod should 
profess the literal inspiration and faithlessness of the Holy Scriptures. The High Church College 
had warned against getting involved in theological investigations, which the last General Synod 
had already assigned to the Pastoral Conferences. The Synod likewise did not find itself inclined 
to make new doctrinal determinations, but rather contented itself with declaring its full, joyful 
agreement with the address issued by the Higher Church Collegium on behalf of the previous 
General Synod ("Kirchenblatt" of January J. 1891), and "refused to be obligated to counter with 
new explanations any suspicions about our confessional state that might arise in any papers". It 
is peculiar that nowadays one must be very cautious in making statements about the doctrine of 
inspiration. In former times it was not so. In confirmation classes we all learned that the 
Scriptures were literally inspired by God and were His infallible Word. So also have all our 
ministers now preached and taught for sixty years. But in more recent times the terms ‘verbal 
inspiration’ and 'inerrancy' have been interpreted and exploited in such a way that, at the same 
time, something seems to be established about the way in which inspiration is to be thought, by 
way of conclusions and inferences, which Scripture does not teach. This 
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is, however, disputed by the other side. For this very reason, the matter will have to be examined 
theologically above all else, and perhaps the planned pastoral conferences can serve this 
purpose. Already during the session of the last but one General Synod, in 1890, the question of 
inspiration had come up, and there a genuine formula of union had been set up, which every 
Dieckhoffian can also sign with pleasure, and thus already denies the truth. Cf. "Lehre und 
Wehre" 1891, pp. 51 ff. Now the Breslau Synod has made the measure of denial full. It has 
expressly rejected a confession of the "literal inspiration and juthlessness of Holy Scripture." But 
he who refuses to confess the literal inspiration and untruthfulness of Scripture, thereby rejects 
the inspiration of Scripture altogether. The "Kirchenblatt" miserably covers up this apostasy from 
the foundation of truth with empty, even lying phrases. It is vain talk to pretend that this matter 
must be investigated theologically above all else and belongs before the pastoral conferences. 
Every plain Christian knows what to think of excluding certain parts of Scripture from inspiration, 
and of charging Scripture with contradictions and errors. The apostolic word, "All Scripture," that 
is, "all that is and is called Scripture," "inspired of God," is clear and convincing to every one who 
has sound senses. It is a lie and a deception to persuade Christians that sixty years ago it was 
permissible to preach and teach in such a way that the Scriptures were literally inspired by God 
and were God's infallible Word, but that in more recent times the terms "verbal inspiration" and 
"inerrancy" have been interpreted in such a way that at the same time something "seems" to 
have been established about the way in which inspiration is to be thought. Very carefully the 
"Kirchenblatt" speaks of a mere "appearance" and apparently does not trust its own 
representation. This is also nothing other than a deliberate reversal of the point at issue. In the 
present insp iration controversy it is not at all a question of how, but simply of that of inspiration. 
Some maintain that all Scripture, others that not all Scripture is inspired by God. No defender of 
the old, that is, ecclesiastical, doctrine of inspiration has in the present day understood and 
interpreted the terms "verbal inspiration" and "inerrancy" differently than the faithful preachers 
and Christians of sixty years ago. These words also admit of only one interpretation, namely, 
that the Scriptures are inspired word for word by God, and that no error is found in the Scriptures. 
G. St. 

From Mecklenburg. On October 1, President Dr. Kliefoth resigned from his office in order 
to enter the retirement he coveted. On the aforementioned day, a deputation of Mecklenburg 
pastors presented him with an artistically decorated address, which was signed by the 
overwhelming majority of the state clergy. We share several passages from it. "Reverend Mr. 
President, you have decided to resign from your office as of October 1. The clergy of 
Mecklenburg would be ungrateful if they were to let this significant moment in the history of the 
regional church pass by without once again approaching you and warmly testifying to what they 
owe to you and your work. The Lord of the Church, Jesus Christ, highly praised in eternity, has 
chosen and equipped and ordained you to lead our dear home church from a time in which the 
Gospel had become dear in our country into a time of new church life. As the image-maker and 
teacher of our dear Grand Duke, who rests in God, he let you gain the position in his trust and 
in his counsel that is necessary for such a work. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 347 


The bishop's faithful mind, clear understanding and firm will created the indispensable condition 
for the successful completion of your work. Wherever we look in our national church, we find the 
traces of your spirit and your activity. In the faithful preaching of the Word of God you have 
become a blessed predecessor and a shining example for us. The Holy Scriptures and the 
Confession of our Evangelical Lutheran Church have been brought to full validity among us 
through you. The divine service has risen again from deep decay to the form and beauty with 
which our fathers had adorned and decorated it. The sacred acts have regained their dignity. The 
administration of the church has been freed from an often unseemly dependence on worldly 
powers and has been made independent, without the bond that connects ecclesiastical and 
political life in our state of Mecklenburg being torn asunder. ... Their last scientific works were still 
dedicated to the hope of the church and the faithful that it would remain unclouded by swarming 
spiritual thoughts of a worldly and carnal nature. Only a few men were given the opportunity to 
exert such a decisive influence on the faith and life of the clergy and through them on our national 
church as you were granted. But they only wanted to serve the Lord and build His church in our 
country. And far beyond the borders of our national church, your counsel, your judgment, your 
influence have strengthened and promoted the Lutheran cause, which is the cause of the Gospel 
of God." etc. It is true that Kliefoth, at a time when the Gospel had become dear, stood up valiantly 
for the faith of the Fathers and did his best to counteract rationalism. But he unfortunately 
underwent the same transformation as most theologians of the revival era. He stopped halfway, 
and in his views and in his ecclesiastical actions he accommodated himself to the conditions of 
the national church and to the demands of the newer theology. It is not true that he brought the 
Holy Scriptures and the confession of our Evangelical Lutheran Church in Mecklenburg to full 
validity. Under his rule, the Mecklenburg Regional Church has been filled with new believers who 
have imbibed modern Lutheranism, which is thoroughly contrary to the confession, at the German 
universities. Under his pastorate, faithful witnesses who wanted to assert the church doctrine of 
the inspiration of the Holy Scriptures had to give up the field, while men like Dieckhoff, who 
fiercely fought the old doctrine of inspiration, maintained their ecclesiastical dignity and position. 
As to Kliefoth's personal theological standpoint, he is nothing less than a faithful confessor of the 
pure doctrine of Luther. His doctrine of church and ministry is heavily laced with papist: leaven, 
his eschatology with swarm-spirit. 

G. St. 

"A new theory" has been advanced by Dr. jur. and Lic. theol. Rieker, Priv.-Doz. of Laws 
at the University of Leipzig, in a paper on "The Legal Position of the Protestant Church of 
Germany." He asserts: "The ideal of the Reformers was by no means an independent Church 
detached from the State, but rather a unity embracing both State and Church, and the close 
connection between State and Church, which has been preserved to the present day, is nothing 
less than an apostasy from the Reformation ideal, but is rather founded directly in the tendencies 
and doctrines of the same." The Erlangen professor of theology Setzling (?) does not find this 
"new theory" at all ridiculous, but reckons the present book "among the most valuable works 
which have been 
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The author seems to him to have fully proved one point, and that concerns the above-mentioned 
view of the Reformers on the position of the Protestant Church in relation to the State. This proof 
is, in our opinion, the main merit of the writing and is well suited to justify our above judgment. 
Just a moment ago Sohm, also a Leipzig professor, was the hero of the day with the opposite 
assertion (which was, however, in accordance with the truth). Meanwhile: The Athenians, too, 
were bent on "nothing else, but to say or to hear something new" (Apost. 17, 21.). Of course a 
"fool" like the apostle Paul could not make an impression on them and will not do so now. 
(Free Church.) 

Blasphemy in a holy place. Superintendent Lieschke in Plauen preached the sermon on Matth. 
6, 13 on the day of Sedan, and based on this text he wrote the following: We will draw the right 
festive mood from the conclusion of the "Our Father" on the commemoration day of Sedan, in that 
we 1. look at the unity which we have won, therefore let us pray: "Thine is the kingdom"; in that 
we 2. look at the means by which this kingdom has become, therefore let us add in all humility: 
"Thine is the power"; and in that we 3. look at the future which we look forward to, therefore let us 
trust anew: "Thine is the glory." 


The disdain for the Old Testament, which found such lively and repeated expression in the 
"Christian World", is also being proclaimed with ever greater zeal in the liberal world of teachers. 
The general teachers' meeting of Schleswig-Holstein, which was held in Tonder from July 25 to 
27, served this purpose. The first item on the agenda of the general meeting was a lecture by 
Rector Schmarje from Altona on "two urgent reforms in the area of biblical history instruction. One 
reform is that "Biblical history should not appear before the second school year", the other "that 
the emphasis of Biblical teaching should be shifted to the New Testament". Regarding the first 
guiding principle, he stated that Bible stories were unsuitable for children in the first school year 
and that far better material could be found in our German fairy tales and the works of our poets. 
In discussing the second guiding principle, he demanded that the teaching of Old Testament 
stories be limited as much as possible. Since it is above all important to present moral characters 
to the children, he has great reservations about telling stories about persons such as Jacob, 
Joseph, Samson, David, Solomon, etc., since their moral character does not correspond to the 
purpose of a moral-religious education. In doing so, the teacher is compelled to always tone down 
and gloss over. The emphasis of the teaching of biblical history must therefore be shifted to the 
New Testament. Of course, little can be done with the dogmatic Christ of the church, since he is 
a foreign person to the child; but the ideal figure of the human image of Christ is suitable to warm 
the child's soul and to incite it to a moral life. It is not Judaism that believes in the Messiah, but 
the Christianity of Christ that is to be taught. The two-hour lecture was received with rapturous 
applause. But there was no lack of opposition, which was voiced energetically by Asmussen, 
Jakobsen and Carstensen from Flensburg. They especially pointed out the contradiction of the 
speaker, who on the one hand places Christ in the center of the teaching, but on the other hand 
does not want to accept the sayings of Christ about the Old Testament. The whole New Testament 
testifies to the Old as the Word of God; whoever rejects the latter, tastes the Old as the Word of 
God. 
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The speaker had therefore broken with the whole orthodox church. The discussion became so 
heated that the editor of the "Schlesw.-Holst. Schulzeitung", Stolley from Kiel, reproached the 
Flensburg gentlemen with having no idea of the newer criticism of the Old Testament. Also the 
closing speech, which, as usual, was given by the speaker, indulged in manifold personal attacks 
against the opponents. This, of course, was proof of how few factual grounds there were for 
refutation. The vote resulted in the adoption of the first proposition by a small majority, that of 
the second by a large majority. (Free Church.) 

German concepts of morality. The disciplinary investigation against Chancellor Leist has 
come to an end and has unfortunately confirmed everything we have told our readers at the 
time. On October 16, the public hearing took place before the Imperial Disciplinary Chamber in 
Potsdam. The indictment presented by Legationsrath Rose accuses Leist of having contributed 
to the uprising among the Dahomey soldiers by having twenty women stripped and publicly 
flogged, which caused great bitterness among the men who had to watch. Another point of the 
indictment is Leist's behavior against the pledged wives, that is, wives whom the men pledged 
as collateral. He had them taken from the prison of the governor's house in order to celebrate 
unrepeatable orgies with them. "Such incidents deserve all the more severe condemnation when 
one considers that they were carried out by the first official in Cameroon, and when one further 
considers that there are two German missionary societies in Cameroon. The actions of the 
accused are likely to have done little to promote the activity of the missionary societies." Leist 
admits everything and only gives as an excuse that he had to have the first-named women 
whipped, since they could not be had for work any other way; their undressing was an act of 
humanity in order not to chastise those who suffered from ulcers or the like. He also glossed 
over his orgies with the pawnbrokers, since these things had "absolutely nothing offensive 
according to the lax moral views in Cameroon". The representative of the prosecuting authority, 
Legationsrath Rose, represented the cause of law and morality in an earnest address. He 
complained that by Leist the German name had been disgraced; on all English ships and 
factories it had been told: The most scandalous conditions prevail in the German governor's 
house. "The conduct of the accused flies in the face of all, at any rate of all moral views, and can 
at most find an explanation in the climate of West Africa, which is supposed to have a stronger 
effect on the senses." He requested that the accused be sentenced to dismissal from service. 
Leist was given the floor again and asked for a lenient sentence, since he had lived in a climate 
"where one is constantly looking death in the eye. Under these circumstances, as in Germany 
in times of war, one is more careless and easy-going. | ask you to judge my conduct from the 
point of view of the tropical country. After a short deliberation, the Court pronounced the verdict 
which caused a sensation far beyond the borders of Germany: There was nothing criminal in the 
whipping and disrobing of the twenty insubordinate women. Only the handling of the 
pawnbrokers was contrary to order, since they were entrusted to Leist, as governor. "In this point 
the Court sees a violation of official duties. For this reason, the Court has ruled that the defendant 
should be transferred to another office, with the same rank, but with a reduction of one fifth of 
his previous income. 
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be transferred. The defendant must also bear the costs of the proceedings. In sentencing the 
accused, the Court took into consideration the country and the circumstances in which he acted, 
and finally that, as the acts show, the accused has always been an efficient and conscientious 
Official." The "Times" remarks on this judgement : "Such an unusual 
judgement defies criticism. 

From Hamburg. A trial for slave trade recently took place in Hamburg. It concerned the 
article in the social-democratic "Echo," published in Hamburg, in which the Hamburg firm of 
Wolber & Brohm was accused of slave trading and at the same time it was claimed that the 
Woermann firm had given away its steamer "Professor Woermann" for the transportation of 
slaves. While Wélber Brohm calmly accepted the accusation, the representative of the 
Woermann line filed a private suit against the editor of the "Echo", Karl August Heine, for 
slanderous libel, claiming that his company had been told that it was not dealing with slaves, but 
with free laborers who had been bought by Wélber & Brohm from the King of Dahomey. However, 
the testimony of the doctor, Dr. Hennicke of Leipzig, who was questioned on a temporary basis 
and who was active as ship's doctor on the ship in question, was grave: "When we arrived in 
Whyda after a month's voyage, | was led to a hut in which 281 blacks were kneeling. At first sight 
there was nothing but shaven heads. All the blacks wore iron rings around their necks, to which 
were fastened eyelets. Through these rings went a thick iron chain, connecting about 30 to 40 
men at a time. | learned that these people were prisoners of war of the king of Dahomey. No one 
thought that these people were free laborers, for what else could the chains have served? If the 
negroes were supposed to have voluntarily contracted to work, this could only have been formal, 
for the people had absolutely no idea of the contracts. Before the inquest they were all freed from 
their chains, and that at my instigation. All of them were half-starved, and a great many were so 
enfeebled that they had to be pulled on board, because they could not climb the halyard ladder. 
| absolutely believe that Mr. Woermann or his employees knew of the true facts." Woermann's 
representative replied that blacks were carried on every steamer. Incidentally, he did not consider 
the proceedings of Mr. Woermann and Mr. Brohm to be a bad thing, since the blacks were 
thereby saved from being sacrificed. The court then passed the surprising verdict that not 
Woermann, but Redacteur Heine was to be punished with two weeks in prison; in addition, the 
plaintiff was granted permission to publish the verdict and the convicted man was ordered to pay 
the plaintiffs expenses. (A. E. L. K.) 

From Norway. At the dedication of the new Masonic Lodge in Christiania, the King delivered 
the consecration speech. After the end of the ceremony, the Norwegian Masons introduced 
themselves, followed by the Swedish delegation, whose greetings were delivered by the court 
preacher Bergmann; among the gentlemen one also noticed Bishop Rundgreen and the 
cathedral provost Bjérnstrém. To enhance the celebration, the first verse of: "Ein feste Burg" was 
also recited. If the good old Luther song had to put up with being used for the inauguration of a 
Masonic lodge, this could not be prevented. But that the King, who only recently in his appeal for 
the Gustav-Adolf-Jubilee confessed his faith in the Gospel, should here so ostentatiously declare 
himself a Freemason, and that high dignitaries of the Order of the Church should be so proud of 
the Gospel, was a matter for the people. 
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The fact that members of the Lutheran Church of Sweden openly and unabashedly profess to 
be Freemasons appears to be proof of how far Sweden has fallen from the heights of faith on 
which the Fathers, and Gustavus Adolphus in particular, stood. Under these circumstances the 
forthcoming great national celebration in Sweden in memory of Gustavus Adolphus takes on a 
fatal aftertaste. (A. E. L. K.) 

From England. The great English orphan father, a German by birth, Georg Miller in Bristol, 
celebrated his 89th birthday on September 25. His extensive orphanages are known throughout 
England. Miller was born at Kroppenstedt in Prussia on September 25, 1805, and came to 
England in 1829. After residing three years in Teignmouth, he settled in Bristol, and began the 
work of his life. There are nearly 2000 orphan boys and girls in the orphanage at Ashley Downs. 
The origin and growth of these institutions have a history similar to that of August Hermann 
Francke's foundation. Miller never advertised his work, he never asked anyone for a 
contribution. But help has always come to him, and countless times in a miraculous way. 

(A. E. L. K.) 

From France. Recently a competent man, the examining magistrate Guillot, who has had 
much to do with children, spoke words worth taking to heart about the moral condition of school 
youth: Why do so many well-intentioned attempts to help young people fail? Because children 
are deprived of the only force that has an effect on them, namely, moral and religious education. 
Let us think what we will of religion; it is, especially for the child, a morally formative element, 
and the most powerful of all. The child who believes himself to be seen and obeyed by God will 
be differently guarded than one who seeks only to elude a human eye, which does not see and 
follow the child everywhere. Religion has been banished from official circles, as from some 
private societies. Hence - | do not say this according to my feelings, but on the basis of long 
years of experience - a tremendous decline. Along with the religious ideal, every other ideal is 
disappearing. Fatherland, family, duty are words which, like the word religion, evoke only a smile. 
All that remains is the struggle for life, for immediate needs and raw instincts. All this awakens 
in old age, where formerly one played with soldiers or with the doll, and leads to the mud, to 
prison, and sometimes to the scaffold. Nevertheless, in certain anticlerical institutions of the 
country, the education of the young is systematically pursued. A newspaper editor had the 
following conversation with the director of a girls' boarding school in August, at the time of the 
prize-giving: "You have no prize for catechism instruction?" - "Truly, no!" - "So you will have the 
opposite?" "Yes, certainly. We have the prize for anticlericalism, and it is given to the pupil who 
has proved during the year to be the one most freed from the old prejudices. It is very rare that 
the children entrusted to us have not learned some religious principles from their mother or 
grandmother. And to make that disappear is harder than you think, but you get it there." Where 
must a nation come in which such principles are tolerated and propagated? 

(A. E. L. K.) 

Religionless morality in France. The unbelief of our time, as we know, makes the godless 
and insane assertion: Religion, belief in a God, is to blame for all the miseries and vices in the 
world. Thus writes 
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z. E. g. v. Gizycki: "Only when all have cast off the religious fetters, women as well as men, when 
the whole heart of mankind will belong to mankind, when they will no longer know any other 
sacred thing besides doing right, then a fraternization of mankind will come and, to speak with 
Mandsley's words, a fire of enthusiasm will be kindled, which will make the feeling for others a 
more intimate part of the nature of the individual". Following these modern masters, France has 
now for years made an attempt to substitute general moral instruction for religious instruction. 
The fruits of these experiments with youth have not been long in coming. Even unbelievers like 
Jules Simon feel impelled to raise their voices against the existing atheistic system of instruction, 
if the whole country is not to rot morally. These have now recently been joined by Chief Justice 
Guillot. He says: "Why do so many well-meant plans for the young fail of their purpose? Because 
the children are deprived of the only power which can elevate them, namely, moral and religious 
education. Let us think what we will of religion, but this much is certain, that it is the chief and 
best means of the moral education of the child. A child who believes that he is seen and watched 
by the eyes of God differs admirably from a child who believes that he is merely watched by 
human eyes. In recent years religion has been banished from public life and from many private 
circles in France. As a result of this - and | base my opinion on many years of experience - an 
astonishing regression has taken place. Along with religious ideals, other ideals have 
diminished. Fatherland, family, duty become meaningless terms with the word religion. If religion 
falls, nothing remains but the struggle for earthly material existence and the striving for the 
immediate needs of life and the satisfaction of raw instincts." That with the decay and 
disappearance of religion the external, bourgeois morality also decays and disappears, is taught 
not only by the recent and recent history of France, but by the history of all nations. Even purely 
external morality cannot exist in a people without religiosity. And wherever religion is shaken, 
the foundations of civic morality are also shaken. True morality, of course, can only be found in 
connection with Christianity. The philosopher Jacobi says: "| have been young and have grown 
old, and | bear witness that | have never found in any man thorough, penetrating, and lasting 
morality than in the God-fearing, not in the new, but in the old childish way; only in them have | 
found joy in life and hearty, victorious cheerfulness of such an excellent kind that it cannot be 
compared with any other." It is also well known that Kant, the father of modern paganism, had 
to murmur to the Pietists from his youth: "They possessed the highest thing that man can 
possess, that calmness and serenity, that inner peace which was not troubled by any passion. 
No hardship, no persecution could disquiet them, no quarrel could rouse them to anger and 
enmity. In a word: even the mere observer was involuntarily carried away to respect. " 
F. B. 
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The General Synod and the Augsburg Confession. 


Recently we have been confronted several times with the opinion that the 
General Synod does not profess the entire confessional writings of the Lutheran 
Church, but does profess the Augsburg Confession, even though its practice does 
not correspond to this confession. But this opinion is erroneous. The General Synod 
has never really professed the Augsburg Confession, even on paper, and does not 
profess it today. 

At the founding of the General Synod and in its old constitution, no mention 
was made of the confession of this body. The confession did come up in the 
preparatory negotiations, and the one who brought it up was not a Lutheran himself, 
but the Herrnhut Schober, who belonged to a Lutheran Synod in name, the Synod 
of North Carolina, and who proposed a recognition of the Augsburg Confession for 
the constitution of the planned general church body, which he himself had worked 
out, but did not succeed with this proposal. Thus the General Synod came into 
existence without a confession of the Augsburg Confession. 

The first occasion on which the General Synod mentioned the Augsburg 
Confession as a doctrinal standard was the founding of the theological seminary at 
Gettysburg. At a meeting on 8. November, 1825, the following resolution was 
passed: "Resolved: that the General Synod, without further delay, in the name of the 
Triune God and in humble trust in His assistance, make a beginning to establish a 
theological seminary, which shall be exclusively dedicated to the honor and 
glorification of our Savior JEsu Christ, who is God over all, highly praised forever, 
and that in this seminary 'the fundamental truths of the Holy Scriptures, as they are 
contained in the Augsburg Confession of Faith, both in the German and English 
languages, shall be taught in the German and English languages. 
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Language should be taught." Let us pay attention to the expressions here. It is not 
said here, "the doctrine of the holy Scriptures," but, "the fundamental truths of the 
holy Scriptures, as they are contained in the Augsburg Confession of Faith." The 
choice of this expression was made with good deliberation. When, at the same time, 
the oath of office for the professors of the Seminary was administered, it again read: 
"| solemnly declare in the presence of God and of the Directors of this 
Seminary, that | do ex animo believe the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament to be the inspired word of God, and the only perfect rule of faith 
and practice. | believe the Augsburg Confession, and the Catechisms of 
Luther to be a summary and just exhibition of the fundamental doctrines of 
the word of God," etc. The author of this formula was the first theological professor 
of the seminary, S. S. Schmucker. He spoke in no uncertain terms both about the 
resolution of November 8, 1825, and about the oath of professorship. After citing the 
resolution in the English form, according to which the passage in question reads: 
"And that in this Seminary shall be taught in the German and English 
languages the FUNDAMENTAL Doctrines of the sacred Scriptures as contained 
in the Augsburg Confession," and also emphasizing the words emphasized here 
by the print, he continues: "Here, then, the question is settled forever as to 
what was to be the doctrinal basis of the Seminary. The Augsburg 
Confession was to be used as well to exclude Socianisms and other 
fundamental errorists, as out of respect to that ancient symbol of our 
Church. Yet that Confession was not to be implicitly followed, its binding 
authority was explicitly limited to fundamental doctrines; not to the fundamental 
doctrines or features of ancient Lutheranism, among which the so-called old 
Lutherans of the present day would class some of Luther's peculiarities, 
such as the doctrine of the bodily presence, etc., but its binding authority 
extends only to the fundamental doctrines of Scripture, among which no 
theologian of any standing will rank the peculiar doctrines of his sect." Thus, 
at the time of that decision, the entire Augsburg Confession was by no means 
recognized as norma normata for theological instruction in the seminary, e.g., not 
the tenth article, but only as much as one wanted to allow to be valid as an exposition 
of the fundamental doctrines of Scripture; how much that was, was left as an open 
question. Likewise Schmucker says of the oath of professorship: "Now this oath of 
office is similar to the resolution of the General Synod above quoted, 
expressly limiting our obligation to the Augsburg Confession, to the fundamental 
doctrines of Scripture. We wrote it ourselves and ought to understand its 
import;" and in another place: "And the Professorial oath of office in our 
Seminary, though written by us as early as 1825 is in exact conformity 
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with this position. We made it express exactly what we thought right, 
and what we still think every professor of the Lutheran Seminary ought to 
be pledged to; and it is substantially the same that is required by the 
Constitution for Synods at licensure and ordination." 

With the last words Schmucker refers to the Constitution for District Synods, 
which was written on behalf of the General Synod and recommended in 1829 to all 
synods that wanted to join the General Synod. This Constitution also contained a 
form each for the licensing and ordination of preachers, both of which, according to 
the version contained in the German Synodal Report of 1829, proposed the following 
questions to be addressed to the candidates: "2. Do you believe that the fundamental 
doctrines of the Holy Scriptures are taught in a manner substantially correct in the 
doctrinal articles of the Augsburg Confession?" or according to the English version of 
the report, "2. Do you believe the fundamental doctrines of the Word of God are taught in a 
manner substantially correct in the doctrinal articles of the Augsburg Confession?" 
Regarding this formula of commitment, Schmucker notes- "In the Constitution for 
Synods prepared by the General Synod and recommended to all district synods in 1829 it is 
directed that candidates for licensure and ordination be pledged absolutely to the Bible, but only 
to the fundamentals as taught in the Augsburg Confession." Yes, according to the intention 
of its authors, this formula even contains a twofold restriction of the obligation to the 
Augsburg Confession, as Schmucker, where he cites the same, also emphasizes 
the word fundamental and the words in a manner substantially correct by the print. 

In the same Synodal Report of 1829 there is further a "Pastoral Letter of the 
General Synod." In it one can read: 

"Under such circumstances we rejoice anew in the great final purpose of the 
General Synod of our Church. This final purpose, however, is not to introduce an 
unconditional uniformity in non-essential doctrines, for we have no reason at all to 
believe that this took place in the first Christian congregations; and we are quite of 
the opinion that, as soon as we hold the main doctrines of the Reformation without 
restriction, every teacher and layman should have the freedom to use his Bible, 
unrestricted by human creeds. 

"The General Synod, therefore, merely requires those who are in connection 
with it to hold the fundamental doctrines of the gospel as taught in the Augsburg 
Confession, and leave all other pieces unrestricted." 

Here again we have the same expressions, "the basic doctrines of the Gospel 
as taught in the Augsburg Confession," and that by no means all Lutherans are 
expected to be in complete agreement with the basic confession of the Lutheran 
Church, is stated in the 
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It can be doubted by no one who has devoted some attention to this subject, that in 
each of the different religious constitutions, and very often in the same congregation, 
there are persons who differ so much in their opinions, as the confession of faith of 
their church differs from that of another church. Of all these statements of the General 
Synod Schmucker says: "The founders of the General Synod, approving the 
state of doctrine existing among themselves, did not once name the 
Augsburg Confession in their Constitution, and whenever in subsequent 
years that confession was referred to in any other acts, it was invariably 
accompanied with a restriction to the fundamental doctrines of Scripture." 
The expression "fundamental doctrines of Scripture" was intended from the 
beginning and later to serve as a "restriction," a limitation of confession and 
obligation. 

This view of the meaning of the commitment to the Augsburg Confession and 
of the confession of the same in General Synod is not only that of the most 
distinguished public teacher in the theological school of this church body for an age, 
aman who, if he had been committed to the whole Augustana, could not have held 
that chair a day in his life, but General Synod itself, on the occasion of one of its 
meetings, approved that view and made an exposition of it its own. At the opening of 
the 1859 meeting in Pittsburg, the President of the General Synod, Doctor Harkey, 
preached a sermon in which the following statements were made: "The General 
Synod ... is confessedly constructed upon a basis of expanded Christian 
liberality. . . In such a union the General Synod cannot and does not require 
perfect unity or uniformity in all points of doctrine.” Further 
it is said that an ecclesiastical body must, of course, have a "Standard of doctrine 
and discipline," "And hence," continues Dr. Harkey, "in her constitution for 
District Synods, and in the Constitution of Gettysburg Seminary, and in her 
Liturgy, the General Synod has fully and clearly acknowledged the 
Augsburg Confession. This point is therefore settled." Now this reads very 
nicely, though it is not true. And that it is not true is proved by the preacher himself in 
the sentences immediately following the words quoted, in which it is proved that the 
General Synod does not fully and clearly acknowledge the Augsburg Confession. 
He continues: "But the question is, how has the General Synod adopted the 
Augsburg Confession? 1) How could she adopt it with the hope of uniting the 
Lutherans in 
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America, and not burden the consciences of any good men among us? | 
reply, there was only one way possible, and as a matter of course, she 
must ) take this plan. She adopted it as to fundamentals' ), and to these she 
requires unqualified subscription ... | repeat, this is as far as the General 
Synod has gone or could! ) go; but it does not interfere with liberty of District 
Synods. Any District Synod may go beyond this and adopt the Augsburg 
Confession in an unqualified manner; or it may state the points in it from 
which it dissents, and if not ‘fundamental,’ no objection can be made to its 
reception into the General Synod; but no body adopting a different 
Confession, or the Augsburg Confession /ess fully than as containing 'the 
fundamental doctrines of the Word of God in a manner substantially 
correct’ could be admitted into the union of the General Synod. He does not 
think it advisable to change the Confession at the present time, but in his opinion 
this may be reserved for a later time. He says: "For the same and other reasons, 
we ought not to attempt to alter the Confession. Does any one say doctrinal 
‘tares' are found in it, growing among the pure wheat of God's truth, and 
that he is anxious only 'to pluck up the tares ? '| answer, 'Nay ; lest while 
you gather up the tares, 2) you root up also the wheat with them." Let the 
venerable Confession stand just as it is, especially since you are bound 
only to receive it as containing the fundamental truths of God's word. . We 
have the true ground in the General Synod, and we cannot, dare not 
attempt to alter it now. Perhaps, by the grace of God, we may get to see 
more clearly hereafter - more nearly alike - and then it will be an easy 
matter, if thought desirable, to draw the lines more closely." 

The assembled General Synod not only listened to this sermon from the mouth 
of its president without objection, but the minutes also described the sermon as an 
"interesting and appropriate discourse," and it was decided and recorded that 
Dr. Harkey be requested to have the sermon printed in German and English, and 
that a committee be appointed to cover the expenses. 

In the Constitution of the General Synod itself there was no confessional 
clause mentioning the Augsburg Confession until the year 1864, when, at the 
meeting in York, Pa., the following sentence was added to the third article of the 
Constitution: "All regularly constituted Lutheran Synods, not now in 
connection with the General Synod, receiving and holding with the 
Evangelical Lutheran Church of our fathers the Word of 


1) Highlighted by Dr. Harkey. 
2) He admits, therefore, that there are also tares in the confession. 
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God, as contained in the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments, as the only infallible rule of faith and practice, and the 
Augsburg Confession, as a correct exhibition of the fundamental doctrines 
of the Divine Word, and of the faith of our Church founded upon that Word, 
may at any time, become associated with the General Synod, by complying 
with the requisitions of this Constitution according to the ratio specified in 
Article lI." Here we have the expression "the fundamental doctrines" handed 
down from Anno 1825, which from the beginning has been regarded as a limitation 
of the obligation to the Augsburg Confession, as it was intended from the beginning 
for this purpose, and in the above version the quoted passage stands to this day in 
the Constitution of the General Synod. And the fact that the expression 
"fundamental doctrines" is still used today is evident from the fact that it is 
emphasized in the print of that paragraph of the Constitution, as it is prefixed in the 
present hymnal of the General Synod of the Augsburg Confession. Furthermore, in 
the forms for licensing and ordination, the question concerning the Lutheran 
Confession, which was published by the General Synod and is in use in the same, 
was posed as follows: "Do you receive and hold with the Evangelical Lutheran 
Church of our Fathers the Augsburg Confession to be a correct exhibition 
of the fundamental doctrines of the Divine Word of the faith of our Church 
founded upon that word? 

That even in more recent times, even after the days of Dr. Schmucker, the 
obligation to the Augsburg Confession is a limited one, and indeed a very indefinite 
unlimited one, and is treated as such, may be evidenced by the following. One of 
the theological professors at Gettysburg, Dr. Brown, the successor in office to Dr. 
Schmucker, was asked in a trial before the court, "As the Professor of Didactic 
Theology in the Theological Seminary of the General Synod, do you 
believe the teachings of the Augsburg Confession to be in accordance with 
Scripture?" He replied, "| regard the Augsburg Confession as a correct 
exhibition of the fundamental doctrines of the Divine Word." To the further 
question, "As such Professor, do you believe that the Augsburg Confession 
teaches anything not in accordance with Scripture?" he replied, "At certain 
points, in what seems to be its true and native sense, there are things 
taught in the Augsburg Confession, which | do not regard as being taught 
in the Word of God, or in accordance therewith." When he was then asked 
which things were contained in the Augsburg Confession, to which reference was 
made in Art. 3, § 3, of the Constitution of the General Synod- 
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As to whether the first 21 articles of the confession were fundamental doctrines of 
the Word of God, he designated 7 as fundamental, one as non-fundamental, and all 
the remaining 12 as doctrines of fundamental character, but not actually 
fundamental in their statements. Of course, this classification and designation is not 
binding for all members of the General Synod, and it is up to each individual to 
designate the same or other articles as fundamental or non-fundamental and to 
exclude them from being binding. But he who commits himself or allows himself to 
be committed to only one part of a confession, without specifying from the outset 
and in detail which part this is, does not in fact commit himself to the confession, 
neither to the whole confession nor to any part of it, and it is therefore mere pretense 
when the General Synod refers to the Augsburg Confession or, at the ordination of 
its candidates, has a question answered which, on superficial examination and 
especially without the light of history, looks like a commitment to the Augsburg 
Confession. The formulas of the General Synod with the expression "fundamental 
doctrines" are in substance nothing else than the confession or commitment 
formulas with quatenus, which precisely also exclude every real confession of certain 
doctrines and every real commitment to the same, do not confess as a confession 
and do not commit as acommitment. A.G. 


(Submitted by resolution of the Southern lowa Districtsconference). 


Exegetical - apologetical attempt about Matth. 24, 34, especially 
about the word: "this generation”. 


The 34th verse of the 24th chapter of the gospel of Matthew (Marc. 13, 30. 
Luc. 21,32.) reads: "Verily | say unto you, This generation shall not pass, till all these 
things be done." The most important and at the same time darkest words in this 
verse are without doubt the words "this generation." What does the Lord mean by 
"this generation"? That is probably the main question in the present attempt. But 
before we can come to a definite answer to this question, we have first of all to be 
clear as to what "this all" refers to in the after clause, for by this the meaning of "this 
generation" is delineated. Our verse follows immediately upon a prophecy of the 
destruction of Jerusalem and the end of the world. "Till all these things come to 
pass," which the LORD proclaims beforehand, "this generation" shall remain. To 
what, then, is mavra raiira (these things) to be referred? Merely to the destruction of 
Jerusalem, or only to the end of the world, or to both? Some commentators wish it 
to refer only to the former, others to the latter, still others to both 
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.. interpret. To us the latter seem to be right. In the parable of the fig tree that 
immediately precedes our text, the Lord instructs his followers how they are to know 
from the coming of the signs he prophesied that the end of Jerusalem and the end 
of the world are at hand. In close connection with this now follows the 34th verse: 
"Verily | say... all these things be done." "All these things" must therefore also refer 
to both. We have therefore to understand it thus: Until Jerusalem is destroyed, until 
the last day approaches, "this generation" shall remain as a sign of Christ's return. 

Now what does the Lord mean by "this generation" which is to remain until the 
fulfillment of his prophecy? What doesp y“4 aur - hoc genus mean? 

Passow, in his Greek Lexicon, lists four meanings of this word: 1. generation; 
2. birth, sex, nobility; 3. human race; 4. human age. Each of these four meanings 
has also its adherents. Maldonat advocates No. 1, taking by "this generation" the 
generation or creation. Jerome prefers No. 3; generation = human race, genus 
humanum; rather naive to let the Lord affirm the truth that the human race will live until 
the last day; for the Lord had said shortly before that the day of his future would 
bring fear and terror to the ungodly, but salvation to the faithful! Chrysostom and 
Theophylact of the older, Paul and Lange of the newer interpreters declare: by yeved 
auth the HErr understands Christendom. Also 
This view is not acceptable. The Lord has declared shortly before that the Christians 
will survive all tribulations of the last times. No. 4, 

yéved = generatio, age of man, has found many adherents among the newer 
interpreters. "This generation," that is, this age of man, shall not pass away, till all 
this be done. That is, the generation then living, the contemporaries of the Lord, 
would witness all things, even the end of the world. The Philistines of the 
Enlightenment cling to this interpretation with joyful feeling. Look, they cry out 
triumphantly, Christ is not the indwelling Son of God; he is only a wise and prudent 
man who, like all other men, is subject to error and has erred here as in many other 
places. For the sake of curiosity, we have included this explanation, for a Christian 
knows that if the Lord had meant his contemporaries, the age of men at that time, 
by "generation," the last day would certainly have come within an age. 

But we also cannot agree with the interpretation in the Gospel Harmony by 
Chemnitz, Leyser and Gerhard. There we read Vol. |, p. 98: "But we consider the 
simplest explanation, and the one most appropriate to the text, to be that according 
to which the word 'sex' for 'age of man' is 
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which in ancient times was nearly a hundred years, and therefore is often called so 
much as seculum or century. The sense is accordingly: 'What | predict to you will 
shortly begin to be fulfilled; read generation’, that is, human race or human age, ‘will 
not pass away until all this comes to pass; many who are now living will live to see 
it." Origen calls those who understand the word ‘generation’ in this sense too simple- 
minded. ... The purpose of Christ, then, is to teach that it is not to be put far beyond 
what he has hitherto spoken of, but that before an age has passed, all things will be 
confirmed by the end. This intention of Christ is indicated by the little word ‘until,’ and 
the earnest emphasis: 'Verily | say unto you, this generation shall not pass away,’ or 
‘by no means pass away,’ etc. To this interpretation also corresponds the fulfillment, 
since within forty years took place what Christ had prophesied of the signs preceding 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and of the destruction itself here, in that thirty-eight or, 
as others would have it, forty years after this prediction Jerusalem was destroyed, 
the temple pulled down, the Jews slain or scattered, and the whole region turned into 
a dreadful waste." 

The grammatical construction already speaks against this interpretation "begin 
to happen". Both verba trapéA@n (to pass away) and yévn rai (to happen) stand in the 
conjunctive aorist; but this conjunctive aorist stands not only in the New Testament, 
but also in the Attic Graecity for the future tense, namely, when a ou pn (not) 
precedes, as is the case here, whereby the occurrence of a factum is denied by the 
speaking subject. (See Buttmann Gr. p. 396, n. 6.) Accurately translated, the 
sentence is not, This gender will not pass away until all this "happens," or "begins to 
happen," but, "until all this will happen," or "has happened." With this also agrees 
Nov. Test, latine, ed. Goeschen: Matth. 24, 34, donec haec omnia facta sunt (has happened). Until 
these things shall be fulfilled, this generation shall remain. We therefore reject the 
interpretation that already in the destruction of Jerusalem, the beginning of the end, 
this prophecy was completely fulfilled. For Christ speaks in the foregoing not merely 
of Jerusalem's destruction, but immediately before of the end of the world, and now 
to refer tTdvta ravra (all this) to Jerusalem's end, would be inconsistent and 
inadmissible, whereas it would be simple and natural: Until all this shall take place, 
until Jerusalem shall be destroyed, until the signs of the sun, moon, and stars shall 
have taken place, until the sea and the waves of waters shall roar, until the Lord shall 
come to judgment, this generation shall remain as a sign set by himself of his coming 
again. 

But if in our place neither man's age, nor man's generation, nor age, nor 
contemporaries, nor creation is signified, how is it to be explained? Let us look 
around once, in what sense and 
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The word yveved aur (or ée*n) occurs in other passages of the New Testament. It 
often occurs, but always only under the term evil, bad, ungodly, unbelieving, 
perverse; Luther often translates "kind" in these passages. We now leave a part of 
these passages to follow. Matth. 12, 39. and 16, 4.: The wicked and adulterous kind 
(yeved Trovnpd Kai poiyadic) seeks a sign. Matth. 17, 17.; 
O thou faithless and perverse kind (w yeved dmiotos Ca'i SieoTPAUWEVN); 
24, 34. Marc. 9, 19. 13, 30. Luc. 9, 41. 16, 8. 21, 32. Act. 2, 40. Phil. 2, 15. Hebr. 3, 
10. - corresponds here to the Hebrew which is also rendered by the LXX wherever 
it is used in a bad, evil, bad sense. Thus Deut. 32, 5. 20. Prov. 30, 10. 14. Jer.7, 29. 
Ps. 14, 5. 24, 6. 73, 15. 112, 2. But what is the meaning of the assurance that this 
evil, unbelieving generation shall remain until the last day? The Lord has repeatedly 
testified to this. It was certainly not necessary for the Lord to use the words: "This 
generation . . . shall come to pass" with such a powerful defense; preceded by the 
sworn prayer "truly," and concluded with the assurance that heaven and earth, the 
firmest things, will fall into ruin, but that his words, even this prophecy, will remain. 
But how does the Lord want to have interpreted? Let us look at the other 
passages in which f yeved auth (this gender) occurs. Theirs is no small number. Matth. 
11, 16.12, 41. 42. 45. 23, 36. Marc. 8, 12. 13.38. Luc. 7, 31. 11, 29-32. 50. 51. 17,25. 
Act. 2,20. In all these passages the unbelieving Jews are understood as "this 
generation". That the Lord also speaks of this godless, Christ-hostile people in Matth. 
24, 34, He Himself testified; for He Himself interpreted the words "this generation" 
through history. And where God speaks so plainly from heaven, foolish human 
wisdom has to be silent. With 4 yeved aut the HErr sets a new sign of his parousia. 
He sets the people of the Jews, who are alienated from God, as a certain landmark 
in the midst of the history of the world, that as such they are and remain until the last 
day. That is why the Lord puts this prophecy into such a powerful and firm framework 
("Verily ... Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass away," v. 
35.), that not even the devil can defile it, nor tear it out of its composure. To this 
interpretation, --- Judenvolk, Luther, Calov, Dérner, Stier, Dr. Walther, and many 
others profess. Luther says (St. L. Ausg. XI, p. 68) thus: "This generation he calls 
the Jews, and this saying clearly forces that the common speech is not true, that the 
Jews shall all become Christians, and leads the saying to this, Joh. 10, 16: 'There 
shall be one shepherd, and one fold of sheep,’ which was fulfilled, not when the Jews 
came unto the Gentiles, but when the Gentiles came unto the Jews, and became 
Christians in the apostles’ days. ... But here speaks 
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He says: "This generation shall not pass away until the end; that is, Jews who 
crucified Christ must remain for a sign; and though many are converted, yet the 
generation and the kind must remain." Dr. Walther, Gospel Postil p. 9: "Heaven and 
earth shall pass away, but his words,’ saith he, therefore also the words of his coming 
again, 'shall not pass away.' The people of the Jews still stand before our eyes as a 
witness of his promised return, for Christ said, 'Verily | say unto you, this generation 
shall not pass away, till all be done.' As certainly, then, as no time and no pressure, 
however severe, has been allowed to destroy the people of the Jews, this drop in 
the sea of nations, so certainly will Christ at last bring to pass that to which He has 
preserved this people until this hour to bear witness." Dr. Sihler, Gospel Postilion p. 
14: "Verily ... be it done.’ By this is to be understood, that the people of the Jews, 
even after the destruction of Jerusalem, scattered among the nations as a token of 
God's holy righteousness, shall experience the great and dreadful day of the Lord; 
for though the election of graces in Israel, Rom. 11:5, has been and will be converted 
to Christ through the Gospel in the course of the centuries, yet there shall be, and 
will be, Jews enough, whom, as enemies of Christ, the last day shall seize in the 
flesh, and who shall thus fulfill this prophecy of Christ." 

We have also quoted Dr. Sihler's testimony because it at the same time rejects 
the objection raised against this interpretation, that by autr 7 yeved the unbelieving 
Jewish people is understood. Never, it is asserted, can the Jewish people stand as 
the emblem of the last day in the life of nations, since before its appearance a great 
mass conversion of the Jews will take place; so the Scriptures clearly teach in 
various places. Let us hear Professor Grabner speak of this in his paper on the signs 
of the last days (Westl. Distr. 1889, pp. 48. 49): "It is true that some have believed 
that before the last day a great conversion of the Jews will take place, and that, as 
they believe, on the basis of holy Scripture. But there is no scriptural basis for this 
belief that could really be considered as such, and we have passages that contradict 
it. Luc. 21:24 we read: ‘Jerusalem shall be trodden down of the Gentiles, until the 
times of the Gentiles be fulfilled. The time of the Jews has long since been fulfilled; 
now we live in the time of the Gentiles. Compare 1 Thess. 2, 15. 16. Matth. 22, 38. 
Not only shall it be temporarily desolate, but it shall be left desolate, and so remain 
desolate. - Nor is the main passage, on which one thinks he must base the doctrine 
of the great conversion of the Jews in the New Testament, by any means compelling 
for this doctrine, even if one does not hold the preceding passages against it. When 
Paul says in the Epistle to the Romans Cap. 11, 25. that Israel was blind in part, "as 
long as they were blind. 
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Until the fullness of the Gentiles come in,' it does not say that Israel will be in 
darkness, blind, and that when the fullness of the Gentiles comes in, this blindness 
will be taken away from them. It does not say that. The apostle means to say that 
blindness befell Israel, but not all Israel according to the flesh, but only a great, the 
greatest part; the great mass of the Jews are a hardened people, and this will not 
be otherwise. The mass of the Jewish people is and will remain unbelieving until the 
fullness of the Gentiles shall have come in, until the Gospel shall have done its work 
among the Gentiles, whither it has been carried, despised by the Jews, until the 
harvest shall have ripened in the Gentile world. And so that the election of Israel 
according to the flesh, which is but partly darkened, and the children of God shall be 
saved: so shall the promise be fulfilled. All Israel, all the people of God, all the 
spiritual children of Abraham, both of the Gentiles and of the Jews, all together one 
great and glorious people of God, born of God, shall be saved. This is what St. Paul 
says in this connection, and there is nothing left for a general conversion of the Jews; 
on the contrary, just this is taught, that Israel, so far as it is darkened, namely, in 
part, according to the great mass, will remain in darkness, until all spiritual Israel, 
after the fullness of the Gentiles has entered, will enter into blessedness. Luther also 
says: There are some who think that the Jews and their households will be converted 
to the Christian faith before the end of the world. Now this is possible; but that they 
should come again into the Jewish land, and build the city, and raise up the temple 
and priesthood again, nothing will come of it, and we see it with our eyes that this 
prophecy will be fulfilled in fifteen hundred years' time" (Erl. Ausg. 45, 125 f.). This 
is directed against those who expect still more, namely, a great withdrawal of Israel 
from all nations into the Jewish land. But that it is the spiritual Israel that is to be 
saved, Luther says: -After this manner also the word Israel is to be heard in these 
two chapters. For the apostles and other disciples of Christ, who came from the 
Jews, were true Israel, and also inherited the name of all the people of Israel, as St. 
Paul inherited the name Benjamin. Therefore the name Israel remained henceforth 
with the apostles, and is grounded on all their disciples, that now holy Christendom, 
and we also, and all that believe the word of the apostles, and are their disciples, 
are called Israel." (On Ezek. 38 and 39. Erl. ed. 41, 222 f.) 

As a sign of his return, the Lord places the people who were once his people, 
his chosen people, the people of his own possession, in the history of the church of 
the New Testament, so that they remain as the people of rejection until the evening 
of the world, a sign recognizable to everyone that God's goodness and longsuffering 
will also come to an end and that the time of his return will come to an end. 
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Judgments come. How high the Lord had set this Jewish people! In the midst of the 
great family of nations, he set apart this people as his own, according to his grace. 
While all the other nations are left to wander in darkness and the shadow of death, 
he gives his people the bright light of his word, that in the fullness of time the 
Messiah, the salvation of the world, should be born from among them according to 
the flesh, who would redeem Israel from all her sins. For the sake of this election 
and promise, he also showered his people with great, rich blessings in earthly, bodily 
things. To save them from starvation, he led them to Egypt; to make them a great 
nation in a foreign land, and therefore oppressed, he rescued them from slavery, 
honored them in the wilderness, and surrounded them with rich blessings in the land 
of promise. Yes, the highest grace, the most precious good, his only child, he gives 
to his people as their Savior, their Redeemer and Beatificator. - But as great as 
God's grace, goodness, and longsuffering have been toward his people, even 
greater is this people's ingratitude, obduracy, and wickedness. "Away with him!" they 
cry in their blindness; "crucify, crucify him!" they rage before the judgment house of 
the Roman governor; "let his blood be upon us and upon our children!" they 
blaspheme in sacrilegious pride. Thus they reject Christ as their Savior and 
Redeemer, and therefore the Lord also rejects them. As Israel was the people of 
divine election until the condemnation of the Lord, so from now until his second 
coming it is the people of divine rejection. As such a people the HErr sets the same 
as a perpetual landmark in the history of the church of the New Testament, when he 
says, "This generation ... shall come to pass." The time of grace of this people, 
understood in its totality, has expired, the time of judgment has begun: with a mighty 
hand the fury of the Almighty seizes this people, and by the destruction of Jerusalem 
scatters it as a handful of sand over the whole world, that it, dwelling among all the 
nations of the earth, may abide as a nation of its own, abide as a living monument 
of God's punitive justice to the end of all things. Mighty nations have come and gone 
from the face of the earth - the ancient Egyptians, Persians, Medes, Macedonians, 
Greeks, Romans - though they lived together in great masses. But this people alone, 
though trampled upon, hunted down, hated, persecuted by all the other peoples of 
the earth, has preserved itself to this day as a people which, with the Cain mark of 
divine condemnation on its forehead, must now wander restlessly, restlessly, 
peacelessly over this earth, until the Lord, whom it so shamefully cast away from it, 
shall come another time. This truth the Lord Himself testifies in the words, "This 
generation ... shall come to pass." - Belief in this truth also finds expression in 
Christian popular life. For what of the legend (fable) of Ahasuerus the eternal Jew? 
This one had the Lord, since 
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He had wanted to rest on the threshold of his cross, but he had been pushed down 
unmercifully and with a curse, and now he had to wander around in vain and volatile 
from that hour on and could not die, because he had to stay until the Lord came 
again. This eternal Jew is the Jewish people in its entirety. It must wander through 
the world without king and fatherland, without house of God, sacrifices and altars, 
until he comes again whom it has not accepted as its Messiah. This is what the word 
of the Lord does, and by the word of the Lord this generation will be saved to the 
end for the punishment of its unbelief. Hurled into the sea of the world, it has been 
preaching in America and Australia, in Europe, Asia, and Africa, for eighteen 
hundred years: "The Lord is coming, the Lord is surely coming." Every Jew who 
crosses your path reminds you of the Last Judgment and the imminent appearance 
of the Judge of the World, and until the Last Day this Jewish people must stand 
before everyone's eyes as such a landmark and symbol. 

And so this unbelieving, Christ-hostile Jewish people is not only a sign of the 
parousia of the Lord, but it also becomes a testimony to the truth of the words of 
Christ, to the truth of the divine Word, to the truth of the Holy Scriptures. This is what 
that mocker on the Prussian royal throne had to experience in his time. He asked 
his court preacher for the shortest proof of the truth of the Bible. "Your Majesty, the 
Jews!" was the reply. The blow was struck; the scoffer fell silent. - "This generation 
. . shall come to pass." Hold out this testimony from the mouth of the Lord to those 
loose mouths who speak contemptuously of the Holy Scriptures, calling them a book 
of fairy tales, which has much to tell of miracles of old, but whose God no longer 
does or can do any miracles today. Hold out to them this miracle which the Almighty 
God still performs daily before the eyes of the whole world, in that he has scattered 
this most ancient people of the world, which through the whole of the old covenant 
was the people of his choice, now as the vessel of his wrath and as the memorial of 
his punitive justice through all ages, among all the peoples of the earth, yet preserves 
it as a people visible and recognizable to everyone until the last day, because the 
Lord testified of this people eighteen hundred and sixty years ago: "This generation 
shall not pass away until all these things come to pass." Preach this testimony to the 
truth of God and his word to your congregation, so that all may know that our faith 
does not rest on fables and stories of men, but on the unmistakable word of the 
Almighty God himself, who paid in full for Jews and Gentiles, for all their sins, with 
his blood of God, who rose from the grave, who from his royal throne above in 
heaven protects and governs his kingdom, his church on earth, and thereby testifies 
before all the world that his word is true and his promise certain, whether he 
promises mercy or threatens with his judgments. 
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"This generation... ... shall come to pass." Hold this testimony to the truth of the 
divine word before thyself daily, lest thou fall a prey to doubt and finally to despair in 
the midst of temptation. By the history of the Jewish people strengthen your faith in 
the infallibility and truthfulness of the eternal word of God, which your Saviour 
commanded you to preach, and which he wants to demonstrate to you and your 
people as a power to make blessed all who believe in it. Heaven and earth shall pass 
away, but the word of God abideth for ever. 

F. Sch. g. 


Bengel and the Gospel of Lucas. 


We find quite strange remarks about Lucas in detail and as a whole in this 
astute scholar of the Scriptures. Of his Gospel in general, he thinks that only the 
Gospels of Marcus and Lucas should be counted among the second-class canonical 
books. "In these," he says, "a lower degree of theopneusty takes place; they have 
not that precision and punctuality as Matthew and John. E. g. Marc. 4, 35. ("On that 
very day . . . he said, Let us pass over’) it cannot well (but yet possibly!) be true that 
the history happened on that very day." Whether or not Bengel proved his lesser 
inspiration in any other way, it would still remain a hasty, unweighed, unrestrained 
judgment. This view is a break with what the church up to Bengel held of Lucas; it is 
not only an ignorance of the dogmatic period of the Lutheran church from Chemnitz 
to Quenstedt, but also a contradiction of it. And to be sure, he does not oppose 
weaknesses, which also in this period later become prominent, but the established 
walls of truth. 1) In Bengel's lesser theopneustics, the giant, modern criticism, is 
actually in the cradle. As a vague, sheer indeterminable concept, it actually destroys 
the concept of our previous New Testament canon; as in the service of a criticism 
addicted to robbery and destruction, Bengel's lesser theopneustics opens the gate 
for it! According to Bengel, then, there is lesser inspiration in Lucas. Where it is now 
he does not say in detail. Later one has taken up this task. Rothe thinks that it is the 
main business of the historical criticism of the Bible to judge the Scriptures according 
to their revealed and unrevealed contents. 2) But neither Rothe, nor anyone else, 
has this probe- 


1) This spirit of contradiction is also evident in Pietism in Spener, who judges the 
dogmatists' doctrine of inspiration to have made the sacred writers "parrots. 
2) On Dogmatics, 290. 
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For what the one separates, the other does not separate. It is no more possible than 
the tower of Babel, for everything in God's Word is according to revelation, and 
nothing is unworthy of the Holy Spirit, even though the Scriptures speak of human 
things, as of Paul's cloak. But if we now ask: What is then in the Gospel of Luke 
according to revelation? the almost notorious Provost Kier of Tender answers: 
Nothing. For, says he, "Lucas has explored all things from the beginning, ... as has 
been given us, who have seen it themselves from the beginning, and have been 
ministers of the word." Thus - read him with the confidence due to a pious man, he 
thinks. "But a special inspiration in writing is not the source of his knowledge of the 
sacred history of JEsu." 1) But the man forgets that when Lucas reports that of those 
who saw it for themselves from the beginning, as John, Andrew, Peter, Nathanael, 
Philip, before all (1 John 1), he received it from men who were promised a teaching 
and reminding of the Holy Spirit about all that Jesus said, so that Lucas stood to 
these men in the relationship of a faithful secretary. But far be it from us to regard 
him as such in human terms only. For the very fact that he delivers the gospel of 
Christ to Theophilus shows that he has recognized a need of God's church in the 
Holy Spirit and has been led by Him to meet it in the way God intended. Paul, as 
whose inseparable companion he appears, strengthens him, puts at his command 
what he discovers from his intercourse with the apostles. 2) Wieseler thinks that the 
time of Paul's two years’ imprisonment at Caesarea (Act. 24.) was primarily the time 
of Lucas' exploration. But Lucas also gives us the source statements of a Peter and 
John, whether directly or indirectly through Paulum, is here irrelevant. No one could 
know more of the sweat of Jesus in Gethsemane than the three whom He took to 
Himself, no one but John was closer to the events at the birth of Christ and what 
followed, which Lucas tells us, to investigate and to teach, than John, who took Mary 
into his house. But if the church of all time has never desired that the things which 
Marcus 3) and Lucas report exclusively should be lost to it, but rejoices over them as 
over a rich booty, and which also, as far as Lucas is concerned, has been lost to a 
considerable part of the New Testament. 


1) "Is there a need for a special doctrine of inspiration?" S. 12. 
2) Hence Epiphanius writes against the Alogians, "Then the Holy Spirit impelled Lucas to 
report entirely from the bottom up the sayings which the deceived ones refuted, so that he also 
wrote what the other passages had." 
3) So Marcus explains Matth. 12, 32. and Luc. 12, 10. in more detail, and prevents future 
error in Cap. 3, 29.; but by Marc. 10, 12. Matth. 19, 9. is explained in more detail. 
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The wisdom and goodness of God willed in advance that these treasures should be 
given to us, and raised up these evangelists to write. And as little as Philip preached 
to the eunuch without the prompting of the Spirit, so little do Marcus and Lucas write 
without the Holy Spirit. And were not the cause why they write so expressly 
recognized by the Church, it would yet recognize the Causer, the Holy Spirit, by the 
Caused. Eusebius reports that Marcus and Lucas were considered by the church to 
be equal in stature to Matthew and John. But they themselves claim that they report 
divine things. "L. u. W." says of Marcus: "Marcus begins: 'This is the beginning of 
the Gospel of JEsu Christo’ (Cap. 1, 1.). The Gospel is the Gospel of God (Rom. 1, 
1.); everywhere it retains the character of a message revealed by God. That he gives 
this, Marcus claims." Similarly, J. Gerhard finds that Lucas in his Proemium (Cap. 
1, 1-4.) claims to write an accurate, necessary, and securely grounded 
proclamation. He says especially of v. 4: "And that he might protect it (his gospel) 
against fiction, error, and heresy, he promises aogdAtiav, certain ground, security; 
because by the help of his 

The gospel will be safe from the deceitfulness of Satan and the lies of men, who will 
always abide in the truthful word and not give their ear to lies. 1) Now if Lucas claims 
certain ground for his gospel, it rests, so far as it appears visibly on earth, on the 
words of those who themselves saw it from the beginning, - and heard it; - for they 
ministered the word; but in the last resort in the Holy Spirit. It must be said against 
Bengel: Nowhere is a noble wine made less by the fact that not you yourself, but 
another fills your cup with it. Thus the Theopneustia is not diminished, whether Peter 
or John do not themselves tell of Jesus’ tears over Jerusalem, or of the thief, but St. 
Lucas does. Now the Fathers report Paulum's approbation of the Gospel of Lucas, 
which in the nature of things is undoubted, though the Scriptures do not state it. But 
an indirect statement and a confirmation of the historically reported approval of the 
apostles can hardly be mistaken in the epithet which Paul gives to Lucas Col. 4, 10. 
He is called the beloved, x aya mnr6¢. Beloved he was as a tried brother, as a zealous, 
untiring, faithful helper and servant of Christ, as a man of high gifts, a chosen armour 
of Christ. It is agreed by Irenaeus, Tertullian, Eusebius, and Jerome that the sources 
of Lucas were oral accounts, especially those of Paul. But the faithful scriptural 
research sees this also confirmed by the content of the Gospel of Luke. It 


1) Loci, 19. (Ed. Preuss.) 
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The text of Lucas, as Philippi and others have said, and even Marcion saw, is 
decidedly Pauline in character. Lucas did not, like Matthew, trace the genealogical 
table back to David and Abraham, but to Adam, in the sense of Pauline universalism. 
Only a few passages may be mentioned: Simeon's prophecy, Cap. 2, 32. (Light of 
the Gentiles); the widow of Sarepta, who was a Gentile; Naaman, who was cleansed 
before the lepers of Israel, Cap. 4, 25. 27. So he also emphasizes what confirms 
Paul's teaching, as Cap. 15, 11. ff. (Heathenism and the mercy, Rom. 15, 9.); Cap. 
18. there is also found of the publican the expression dedixaiw pévoc, justified. But 
Lucas also brings passages, as Matth. 10, 5., not quite; he omits the words: draw not 
ye in the way of the Gentiles, Cap. 9, 1-6. which, of course, does not indicate a want 
of inspiration or lesser theopneusty, but springs from expedient wisdom of the Holy 
Spirit. So agrees Luc. 24, 34. with 1 Cor. 15, 5., Luc. 12, 39. 40. with 1 Thess. 5, 2. 
Finds xdpic, 

Grace, in John three times, Lucas has it six times. It is similar with the use of other 
words. This proof is still strengthened by the fact that Lucas, like Paul, frequently 
uses the words which indicate a fullness, an abundance, as ToAUc, mAnOo¢, mAnons, 
TrAnpow (much, fullness, full, make full). - Thus, then, the Church accepted Lucas like 
John; the Fathers testify to its apostolic ground; its Gospel marks itself as of such 
origin: but so also the great witnesses of the Church accept it like the other Gospels, 
as partaking of one and the same inspiration. Athanasius anathematizes those who 
deny that Christ sweat like drops of blood. How could he do this if he saw a lesser 
theopneusty in it? After him the Arians did not shrink from the voice of the Father, 
nor did they believe the saints, of whom John says, In the beginning was the Word; 
Lucas, As it has been communicated to us, who themselves have seen it from the 
beginning. He proves the deity of Christ from Luc. 5, 24. 1) Augustine says: "Lest it 
should be thought, in regard to the preaching and acceptance of the gospel, that 
there is a difference whether those preach it who followed the Lord as ministering 
disciples during his visible walk on earth, or those who have believed the reliable 
experience of them: Divine providence, through the Holy Spirit, has seen to it that 
some of those who followed the first apostles should also be given authority not only 
to preach the gospel, but also to write it." 2) And Luther! Lucas is to him the Scripture, 
of which he wrote shortly before his end, "Lay not thine hand upon the Scripture, but 
follow worshipfully its footsteps." And further, "Now | know in all 


1) Against the Arians, Il, 32; Ill, 4. 
2) Led after the exam. 
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There is nothing in Scripture that serves so well as this holy song of the most blessed 
Mother of God, which is truly to be learned and remembered by all who wish to rule 
well and be beneficial masters. .. The Holy Virgin, having experienced in herself that 
God works such great things in her, when she was so little, the Holy Spirit teaches 
her such art and wisdom." 1) He praises Lucas’ excellence and particularity: "If it 
were not for Lucas and Paul, we could not have this Sacrament. For Matthew and 
Marcus do not write that Christ called us, and afterwards did it, and so kept it; and so 
must let it remain, as another history of Christ with his disciples, which we could not 
or ought not to imitate. But Lucas and Paul write that Christ also called us to do it. If 
it were not for Paul, Lucas also could not do enough for us, as he alone would be 
understood by the apostles, that they should imitate Christ in this way; unless 
Matthew did something at the last, when Christ says, "Teach them to observe all 
things whatsoever | have commanded you. But whether it would be enough, | know 
not. But Paul is the right teacher and apostle sent among us Gentiles, who also 
speaketh freely and abundantly, saying, Take, eat; this is my body which is broken 
for you, 1 Cor. 11:24." 2) So Luther testifies here, besides the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, both to the Pauline foundation of Lucas, and to the necessary 
supplementation of one of the sacred writers by another, as the divine care willed 
and gave it also in Lucas, and also to the sufficientia, sufficiency of Scripture. - 
Chemnitz, however, refers to the last testimony of Augustine, and thus accepts it; a 
fundamental "inspiration of the Holy Spirit, which impelled the prophets, apostles, 
and disciples of the apostles to write," is a prerequisite for him. If he says of the Acts 
of the Apostles: - "Therefore it pleased the Holy Spirit, concerning the original and 
truly ancient state of the apostolic church, to establish a sure and canonical writing 
in the church for all posterity"; 3) this may with full right be applied also to the Gospel 
of Lucas. - Thus, then, Bengel, in his judgment on Lucas, speaks against the 
Christian Church, for which Luther is so much appalled! His words are "but like a 
prophecy," as Guericke says of Calixt. For just as the generation of false scribes, 
who basically asked nothing of the Scriptures, made martyrs of the Athanasians in 
the time of Arianism, so it is also beginning to do so today with those who, together 
with the Christian Church, have rejected the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. 


1) In Prof. Beyer, the Bible God's Word, p.4; Interpretation of the Magnificat of 1521. 
2) Confession of the Lord's Supper of 1528, towards the end, where 1 Cap. 10, 16. "cit. 
3) Examen Nach Bendixen, p. 45, 28. 
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and reject a lesser theopneustics of a Lucas. 

But the acceptance of a lesser theopneustics of Lucas also censures God's 
providence and wisdom, which took an insufficient instrument for the preservation of 
its mysteries; it also ascribes a contradiction to the Holy Spirit, as He certainly 
stimulates men according to His will, but does not give them mouth and wisdom, 
does not make them capable. It is like an exaltation of reason, not a humble 
examination, which should first try to explain and prove Lucas, and where it does not 
want to succeed at one point, speaks with Luther: If a controversy arises in Scripture, 
let it go, that is, our judgment falls away, Scripture remains untouched. But in the 
history of the Lutheran church this judgment belongs to those of which Paul speaks, 
"Of yourselves shall men arise." 

But we also find an interpretation by Bengel of Luc. 4, 1. which does not seem 
acceptable to protect the inspiration of Lucas. He says in his translation of the New 
Testament from 1781 to Luc. 4, 2. (and was tempted by the devil for forty days): "The 
speech means this much: He was led into the wilderness, where he was forty days, 
and after the completion of which he was tempted." In the "Gnomon" he now speaks 
out about the violent way of forcing Lucas into Matthew's narrative and limiting his 
statement, stripping him of his peculiarity. nuépag reo- ogpdyovra (40 days) is usually 
connected with xelaGouEvos (tried) (so Luther). But the tempter only approached 
after the completion of the forty days, when Jesus was hungry, Matth. 4, 3. 

(40 days) be connected with (ward gefihret). This, according to 
Bengel, would read: He was led by the spirit forty days into the wilderness. According 
to Lucas, the temptation should only begin, since Luc. 4, 3. writes: "But the devil 
spoke to him." The first objection that may be raised against this translation is, that 
it does not appear to be Greek usage to append to the verb to lead, to be led, a 
provision for the duration of this leading in an adverbial manner (Luc. 4, 5. 9. 18, 12. 
22, 54.). Hence the Vulgate and Luther have connected the forty days with 
Trelpagoyevoc: a tried forty days. Now this he gives that Lucas describes temptations 
which, besides those which according to Matthew took place after the forty days, 
Matt. 4:2, 3, had already happened within the forty days. But if we now translate with 
Bengel: he was led by the Spirit forty days in the wilderness (also: into the 
wilderness), then the temptations, which are not revealed to us, but are nevertheless 
reported by Lucas as having happened, are not exported, and the difference 
between Matthew and Lucas is not abolished here. For Jesus, according to the 
words of Lucas, does not appear to any of them. 
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He was tempted at another time than within the forty days, even at the time when he 
did not eat, which also according to Matthew were the forty days. But if Lucas should 
describe the three temptations in general and summarily in advance, so that he 
reports: He was led, tempted, and did not eat, then one would expect that he would 
not have put the later, he was tempted, before the earlier, he did not eat. So also 
Marcus, in his brief account, does not separate the temptations from the forty days, 
"He was all there . . forty days, and was tempted of Satan (though without Lucas it 
might be so understood according to Matthew). Also to a reading: fyeTo. . . th jonuw, 
etc., he was led in the 

Desert, while he was tempted for forty days, as Meyer translates it, the latter explains 
that the difference of the two evangelists remains. But if the Greek text indicates 
temptations within the forty days, Lucas himself in v. 13 - unmistakably, | think - refers 
back to this statement (v. 2). He also speaks peculiarly different from Matthew, who 
reports nothing of a completion of the temptation, but the ministry of the angels. But 
Lucas says, "And when the devil had finished all the temptation, Tavta mepaoudv (every 
temptation)," thus grouping the undescribed with the three revealed to us; for the 
TravTa TEpaopdv (all the temptation) does not indicate a triple as well as a great 
number. If Lucas meant to name only the three temptations, we might well find it 
written by toutov meipaopdv (this temptation). Further confirmed indirectly Lucas is also 
by Marcus: ya\ fv perd Twv @npiwv, and was with the animals. JEsus is destitute of all 
human assistance, of all that human care otherwise prepares; he is between heaven 
and earth, like the beasts, to whom man is no longer a master, but a terror. The 
deprivation of all that man otherwise has and needs, and the proximity of all that 
brings him danger, in which Satan's hand was also permitted, appear both as Satan's 
activity and as temptation itself, and as preparation for temptation and preparation of 
the favorable opportunity for it, in whatever other way they may have happened 
before the occurrence of the three reported. In Job also, the temptation does not 
come until all was taken away from him, Cap. 1, 21. 2, 9. The temptations not further 
reported are also similar to those of Israel, which was tempted after entering the 
wilderness, to those of David, who was also with the beasts before he fought with 
Goliath. Chemnitz, however, says of the words of Lucas (v. 13), "And when the devil 
had finished all the temptation," giving them a very different meaning from Bengel, 
"Consequently he (Satan) brought all things to pass. Whence to conclude, 1. That 
these temptations were supreme; 2. That all Satan's wickedness, cunning, and 
power were conquered; 3. That his victory is ours, 1 John 5:4. . .. He overcomes the 
tempter in us 
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by his grace, Rom. 16, 20. 'Then the devil left him,’ is comfort for us, 1 Cor. 10, 13." 
1) To take this consolation from Luc. 4, 2. 3. with Chemnitz, would have rendered 
an interpretation like Bengel's impossible, nevertheless, that he himself says: "All 
that the sacred Scripture says has its meaningfulness for the whole system laid 
down in it." 2) His exegesis does not do justice to the significance of Lucas; and his 
assertion about its inspiration is ground-breaking. If the Christian Church, and still 
the theologians before Bengel, already understand 2 Tim. 3, 16. to be testified to by 
the New Testament canon, and they rightly count Lucas among those who prophesy 
"driven by the Holy Spirit," 2 Petr. 1, 21. Bengel makes the Christian Church that 
which has a Scripture which can be broken, and the hundred-voiced echo of the 
critics of the nineteenth century resounds again: "Can be broken." 3) Let us keep it 
with the Lord Christ, "And yet the Scriptures cannot be broken." A. G. Dohler. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 


]. America. 


Union Efforts. After the bishops of the Episcopal Church some time ago tried to construct 
a basis on which all Christian communities could unite, whereby they demanded above all 
recognition of the "historic episcopate", the Congregationalists, above others, have tried to get 
around this point. The thoroughly unionist editor of the "/ndependent', Dr. W. H. Ward, in 
particular, has set his pen in motion to persuade the bishops to yield, but without success. 


Recently now Ward has again stirred the matter with the "New Jersey Congregational 
Association." A committee, of which he was chairman, drafted the following basis of union: "We 
propose to the various Protestant Churches of the United States a Union or Alliance, based 
on: 1. The acceptance of the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, inspired by the Holy 
Spirit, as containing all things necessary to salvation, and as being the rule and ultimate 
standard of Christian faith. 2 Discipleship of Jesus Christ, the Divine Saviour and Teacher of 
the world. 3 The Church of Christ ordained by Him to preach His Gospel to the world. 4. 
Liberty of conscience in the interpretation of the Scriptures and in the administration of the 
Church." Such a church alliance should have regular meetings of its representatives and should 
have among its purposes: "1. Mutual acquaintance and fellowship. 2. co-operation in domestic 
and foreign missions. 3. the prevention of rivalries between compe- 


1) Gospel Harmony on Invocavit. 
2) Burk op. cit., p. 242. 
3) These voices resound in all circles of the people! Therefore, pious men unite to 


counteract through popular writings, and here we encounter noble testimonies to the glory of 
God and His Word. 
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ting Churches in the same field. 4. the ultimate organic union of the whole visible Body of 


Christ". The Committee has naturally endeavored to make the basis as broad as possible, and 
to eliminate everything that is in any way objectionable, so that all Christian communities could 
reach out to each other as brothers on the basis of it. This has been done so thoroughly that 
Christianity has been eliminated altogether. Dr. Ward even had to be told by the Swedenborgian 


"New Church Review": "The fault which we should find with it is that it leaves out what a true 
evangelicalism holds dear. If the Incarnation and Redemption be left out of Christianity, what 
remains that is distinctively Christian?” L. F. 


As is well known, the "German Protestant Synod of North America" has the following, 
genuinely unionist confessional paragraph in its statutes: "The German Evangelical Synod of 
North America, as a part of the Evangelical Church, understands by the Evangelical Church that 
church fellowship which recognizes the sacred writings of the Old and New Testaments as the 
Word of God and as the sole and infallible guide of faith and life, and thereby confesses the 
interpretation of the sacred Scriptures as contained in the symbolic books of the Lutheran and 
Reformed Church, which are principally: The Augsburg Confession, Luther's Catechism, and 
the Heidelberg Catechism, insofar as they agree with each other; but in its points of difference, 
the German Protestant Synod of North America adheres solely to the passages of Holy Scripture 
pertaining thereto, and avails itself of the freedom of conscience prevailing in the Protestant 
Church in this respect." This whimsical "confession" is currently causing displeasure within the 
Synod itself. Among the "consciously Protestant members, faithful to their convictions, there are 
many who have neither courage nor joy in defending the right of our Synod to exist, which is so 
often called into question," because "they lack the reason for hope, the joyful certainty and 
conviction that our Synod is indeed what it is called and wants to be: the Protestant Synod. This 
is how v. W. Koch, who wants to counteract this grievance, expresses himself in a writing 
published some time ago, which in any case raises dust in the "evangelical" camp: "How long 
will you limp on both sides? Conference paper on the subject: How does our Protestant Synod 
differ from the Protestant denominations and what are the reasons for its existence? A 
contribution to the clarification and justification of our nature and work, our will and ought; at the 
same time an illumination of denominationalism and confessionalism." Koch begins by 
complaining that the adherents of the "evangelical synod" still look admiringly to the confessional 
churches, and even make attempts, in false timidity, to declare the differences between the 
synod and other denominations irrelevant. But there are main differences, which are then briefly 
stated as follows: 1. the Synod does not call itself by any human name, it is simply "evangelical"; 
2. it has no confession formed by men, but only God's Word; 3. it rejects all dogmatics and 
symbolism; 4. in doctrine it has complete evangelical freedom on the basis of Scripture. 
Accordingly, this formulation of the confession paragraph is proposed: "We confess the holy 
Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments as God's Word, the sole, clear, and infallible guide 
of our faith, teaching, and life, and in interpreting them avail ourselves of the evangelical liberty 
of conscience granted by God." Exactly how Koch views the Word of God as 
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The following words, for example, show that the happy "dogmatism-free Protestant does not 
ask: What does the Pope teach, what does Luther teach, what does Zwingli teach, what does 
the 'Church' teach in its dogmatics, but simply: What does the Word of God teach about Holy 
Communion? And the Word tells him clearly. It tells him that the worthy believing soul really 
receives the body and blood of the Lord in Holy Communion, while the unworthy soul, on the 
other hand, "eats and drinks judgment" in the same meal of grace. This version is as much like 
the reformed "dogmatics" that are contrary to Scripture as like as like. Koch's wrath is especially 
poured out on the evil, confessional "Missourians." A "Missourian" preacher "does not need to 
study and research further in the Scriptures if he is well versed in the confessional writings; 
indeed, he must not do so at all. ... His whole work consists in the constant idle or fanatical 
repetition of what others have been saying for several hundred years before him." On the title 
page of the biography of Walther, the father of the specific American Lutheranism, there is a 
particularly characteristic saying of his, that all that he had spoken and written, he had only 
"stammered after" the great prophet Dr. M. Luther in great weakness. "As the master, so the 
students. There are probably about a thousand of his students in the preaching ministry, who 
now obediently stammer in weakness after their father Walther what he stammered after Dr. 
Luther, and these their thousand preachers in turn stammer after a hundred thousand laymen 
in weakness what the same in weakness stammered after Dr. Walther, who stammered after 
Dr. M. Luther in weakness all that he spoke!!!! ... O this imitating!" Thus "confessionalism, the 
dead orthodoxy of all churches," is drawn in a word. From this "dogmatism," from this "sodom," 
from this "post-gathering bacillus". make thyself free, "O evangelical synod!" 
"Denominationalism, confessionalism, and liberty of conscience is the only possible basis of 
godly union, and union is the goal of God's ways." - Sapienti sat! The defence of this American 
"Union" could scarcely have been more unhappily conducted, the whole blur and disjointedness 
of the "evangelicals" could scarcely have been more miserably brought to light! 
"Denominationalism, Confessionalism, Liberty of Conscience"-a beautiful foundation of the 
Church! And a beautiful, unirritated, some "church" will build itself on this foundation! 
L. F. 

A Sample of Unirter Theology. At a conference of Unirte pastors in Milwaukee, the following 
theses were presented and discussed by Pastor F. Méckli, the president of the Wisconsin 
District, on "the influence of death on man according to Scripture" and subsequently printed in 
the newspaper: "1. Death and life are the heathen poles around which the Holy Scriptures 
revolve - this is the epitome of all God's punishments on sin. Life, the epitome of all that God 
created and redeemed man to be. (2) Death could only be understood from a counterpart, life. 
(3) Death comes upon man immediately with the Fall, and not in a partial way, but in a total way, 
just as man is divided into parts only through death. Without death man is a closed organic 
personality - an individual. 4. (4) We must think of death as progressing, as developing in the 
individual man. (5) The rest of creation, against its will, takes part in man's death-it is subject to 
vanity. 6. Death is not a person, not a spirit, but a. a state into which man is placed, and b. a 
power which the righteous God has given over to Satan. 007 What the effects of death are, must 
be seen by the hand in the heathen countries. 


Ecclesiastical contemporary history. 377 


learn from the holy scriptures. (8) We should not speak of a threefold or three-sacred death. 
Death is a whole, and has the whole man in its power. 9. The effects of death are absolutely 
dissolving, a. It dissolves man into his parts, b. It dissolves the parts into their atoms. It dissolves 
man into his parts, b. It dissolves the parts into their atoms. c. Thus it disrupts the organization 
to the separation of the soul from the body, to the decomposition of the latter, to the unhappiness 
of the former. (10) To speak of the immortality of the soul, no matter how piously, is to be 
unconscionable to the word of God, which says, "God alone hath immortality," and then, 
"Whosoever soul sinneth, it shall die. (11) As a plant cut off from its support (root, stem, etc.), 
withers and dies in bark, wood, and pith, so man dies altogether; he has fallen away from God, 
and so is doomed to death. 12. death comes to its discharge, to its completion, through the realm 
of the dead (hades) in hell. Death dissolves family and social bonds, for it is the logical enemy 
of all love and unity. (14) Death keeps men in fear and bondage all their lives, and where it 
seems that it is not so, it only shows how death has already dulled and killed men. 015 The 
effects of death are most clearly seen in the suffering and death of the Son of God. 16. Praise 
and thanks be to God, that from the beginning he has stretched out his mighty hand over death, 
and in promises and fulfillments has restored life to the dead world." These are flourishing theses, 
a logical and theological achievement vividly reminiscent of Jrion's Catechism, with which, of 
course, though originating in the same synod, these theses are incompatible - hence the 
appellation "Union" - and it does not grace even a political newspaper, the "Germania," to call 
this polar expedition to "the two poles about which the Scriptures revolve" - S. Thes. 1 - a 
"splendid work". We would like to take this opportunity to say that the political papers in general 
should leave the communications and discussions on ecclesiastical and theological matters to 
the ecclesiastical and theological papers, just as the ecclesiastical papers, for their part, are to 
abstain from politics. A. G. 


ll. Abroad. 


The Unionism of the Breslau Synod. On behalf of the recently assembled General Synod, the 
Breslau High Church College sent the following letter to the senior of the Immanuel Synod, 
Pastor Bollert in Greiz, on October 11, the contents of which are likely to be of general interest: 
"On behalf of the General Synod of our church held last month, we have the following to humbly 
reply to the ‘friendly request’ of the Immanuel Synod submitted to Your Honor on June 8 of this 
year. The synodal resolution of 1864, the 'repeal' of which we are requesting, contains two things: 
1. an ecclesiastical verdict on the separations from our church that occurred at that time, that 
they were unjustified; 2. an order on the conditions under which those separated church 
members are to be admitted to Holy Communion with us. A repeal of this resolution would 
therefore mean: a) a change in our judgment about the separations which took place at that time, 
in the direction that we now consider them to be justified or no longer unjustified; b) admission 
of those who were separated from us at that time to our altars without condition. As to the first, 
the General Synod has declared that even now it adheres to the judgment passed at that time, 
and that therefore those separations - on whose subjective grounds they were not justified - are 
to be considered as unjustified. 
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The General-Synod, on the other hand, was prompted by a heartfelt desire to heal the riff in 
view of the changed circumstances since 1864. As far as the second point is concerned, the 
General Synod, filled with the heartfelt desire to heal the riff, has seen itself induced, in view of 
the changed circumstances since 1864, to give the resolution of that time a different version, 
which partly explains it, partly supplements it, and thus modifies it in a way that accommodates 
your wishes. It has in fact taken the following decision: In view of the changed situation of things 
in the course of three decades, namely with regard to the staffing of the congregations seceded 
by us and united in the Immanuel Synod, the Synodal resolution pp. 380 f. Sub 6 is explained 
and supplemented to the effect that, while the verdict pronounced there on the former secession 
remains in force, communion between our congregations and those of the Immanuel Synod is 
made dependent on the expected declaration by the latter that it no longer accuses our church 
of false doctrine. If this declaration has been made, members of the Immanuel Synod may, at 
their request, be administered Holy Communion in our congregations after producing a church 
certificate and dimissoriale from their pastor, if they have given the pastor in question - if 
necessary after prior instruction by the same - the definite assurance that they do not find a 
reason for church separation in the doctrine of both sides’. Immanuel Synod has further desired 
to receive a declaration that the doctrines enunciated in the ‘public declaration’ have no binding 
validity in our midst. We had already instructed our commissioners to make a declaration to this 
effect on occasion of the peace discussions to be continued, but in agreement with the General 
Synod, which merely adheres to the position taken on the ‘public declaration’ in 1878, we repeat 
it here quite expressly. The ‘public declaration’ has never had any binding validity in our church. 
Neither were our clergy nor the members of the church government bound by it or obligated to 
it. It is true that in 1864 the High Church College declared that it understood the Scriptures and 
symbols with regard to the points in dispute to be the same as the 'public declaration’, and the 
Synod of 1878 took the same position. But in the nature of things there is nothing binding in this, 
the less so as the same Synod expressly refused to give the 'Public Declaration’ the status of a 
doctrinal rule. What is binding in our Church is exclusively the Holy Scriptures and the Lutheran 
Confession; only these can be used as a source of decision when it is a matter of determining 
right and wrong doctrine, and only on these do the Church servants are bound. The ‘public 
declaration’ is merely a historical testimony of how our fathers believed they should understand 
the doctrine of Scripture and the confession in the face of a certain opposition, and how we, too, 
still understand it in general. If we have thus given what we hope is a clear answer to the friendly 
request of the Immanuel Synod, we believe that we have at the same time indicated the point 
from which alone the restoration of ecclesiastical fellowship in some form can be won. The 
question on which the achievement of peace hangs is the one which we, through our then Vice- 
Chairman, described to Your Honor at the very beginning of the negotiations as the real core 
question: "Whether the charge of false doctrine which you have brought against us... 
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(Letter of October 3, 1889). We still can find no other way to fraternal rapprochement than that 
‘that the doctrinal position of the public declaration be regarded by you as not separating the 
church’ (letter of June 19, 1890). For it is surely clear that it is impossible for us to enter into 
communion with your Synod as long as we are regarded and declared by it to be false teachers! 
Now, however, in 1875 your Synod made the declaration: We cannot have communion with the 
Breslau Synod, since the false teachings of its upper church college, as expressed in the "public 
declaration," have been recognized since 1864 by that entire synod at least as the norm of 
church government, and the same are evidently profoundly opposed to our doctrine. We could 
only admit individual members of that Synod to our Sacrament if they protest by word and deed 
against the doctrine and practice of the Higher Church College.' That there can be no question 
of communion as long as this Synodal Declaration of yours is not officially and publicly 
withdrawn, will require no explanation. For our part, we are willing to leave aside everything else 
that lies between your synod and our church. The opposing judgments about the events of the 
sixties may be left to the Lord. As early as 1890, we declared to you our willingness 'to completely 
dispense with the past, which will have to show misconduct on both sides, in other respects 
(namely, apart from the accusation of false doctrine)’, - 'to let the cloudy past rest completely’. 
This is also the position of our General Synod, which, as its previously reported resolution shows, 
refrains from drawing the consequences of its judgment on the divisions of that time, but 
demands as an indispensable condition of Communion the declaration that our church will no 
longer be accused of false doctrine. It will therefore be a question of whether your Synod is in a 
position to take that position on the disputed doctrinal questions according to which an area is 
recognized here which is not unimportant in itself, but nevertheless such questions whose 
unanimous answer on the basis of Scripture and the Confession has not yet been found by the 
Lutheran Church at this time, and in which the existing difference of views can well be borne. It 
is in this sense that we have taken our stand. If we are also convinced that the actual opinion of 
the Confession is correctly interpreted in the 'Public Declaration’ and that the direction is 
indicated in which - subject, of course, to any better formulation, justification, etc. - the qu. 
doctrinal points are to be established. We do not wish to hold anyone bound by this, either within 
or outside our community, nor do we wish to regard our view in any sense as the standard of 
Lutheranism, nor do we wish to make the granting of ecclesiastical fellowship dependent on 
agreement with it. We have never done this, especially not in the recent case of Pastor Wagner 
in Ratibor. Only then, when the latter asked the question addressed to him: Only then, when the 
latter merely answered in the negative the question addressed to him, "Whether the conversation 
held with him moved him to withdraw, if not to retract, then at least to reduce the accusation 
made by him that heresies separating the church were presented in the public statement, and to 
regard the disputed doctrinal questions with some hope of understanding," was it necessary to 
intervene against him. That a pastor should officially and publicly innocent his fellow ministers 
and superiors officiating in the same church with him of church-dividing false doctrine will not be 
tolerable even in the Immanuel Synod. But if Pastor Wagner could have answered the above 
question in the affirmative, and thus could have refrained from denouncing the 
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If the Synod were to treat the Augsburg Confession as false doctrine, he would have been able 
to wait unchallenged in our midst, just as others could and still can, who do not agree with the 
statements of the 'public declaration’ or still have reservations about them. If, of course, the 
recently issued paper 'Der Kirchenbegriff der Augsburgischen Confession und der Kirchenbegriff 
der Offentlichen Erklarung' (The Church Concept of the Augsburg Confession and the Church 
Concept of the Public Declaration) correctly reflects the view of your Synod, it will not be able to 
give the explanation we demand, that the accusation of false doctrine against us is dropped. We 
cannot find that the author of that writing has done justice to our view, and must especially 
deplore the fact that he has used for public discussion theses which were sent in merely as a 
basis for fraternal, confidential discussion, without even obtaining the permission of the authors. 
That this cannot serve the cause is self-evident. For such theses are presented precisely on the 
condition that one has the opportunity to explain their meaning, to determine their scope, and 
possibly to substantiate their wording; they are calculated for speech and counter-speech, reflect 
the view of the authors from the point of view of the course intended for the discussion, and for 
this very reason only in fragments, and are therefore in no way suitable to serve a public writing 
as an object of attack. But even apart from this, it seems that in this writing, as a condition for 
the establishment of communion, the request is made to us that we renounce the content of the 
‘public declaration’ or rather that we also reject this content on our part as ‘false doctrine’; and 
likewise the position of the Immanuel Synod, that it regards the content of the 'public declaration’ 
as false doctrine and thus justifies the denial of church communion, seems to be asserted here 
anew. Your Honor will be able to tell us whether this is indeed the position of the Immanuel 
Synod as such. If it were the case, then, of course, if something should still be attempted to 
establish peace, it would only remain to continue the doctrinal negotiations that have already 
begun. We were and are ready to do so at any time, and your breaking off of them remains 
incomprehensible to us. But if this had already considerably diminished our hopes for an 
understanding, the harsh, unbrotherly tone of the aforementioned document, which among other 
things accuses us of a ‘deceitful game’, must have made it completely doubtful whether the 
annoyance of the separation of two ecclesiastical communities, which in our opinion are factually 
unfounded and which stand on the same basis of confession, can now finally be overcome. 
Nevertheless, we do not give up the hope that, through God's great mercy, we will succeed in 
recognizing the rift, the execution of which may be explained by the heated disputes of past 
days, aS an unnecessary one in itself, and in dismissing it. With this in mind, we ask Your 
Reverence to submit to the Immanuel Synod the question of whether it is able and willing to 
withdraw the charge of ‘false doctrine’ brought against our church for the sake of its agreement 
with the content of the ‘public statement’, or to regard the doctrinal position of the ‘public 
statement' as not separating the church, and thus to remove the actual obstacle standing in the 
way of the granting of communion. We cordially return your fraternal greeting and blessing." - 
The Breslau Synod thus refuses to withdraw the "public declaration," in which Huschke's human 
fondness for the divine right of church government and church ordinances, etc., has been quite 
glaringly expressed, accordingly upholds the same, wants to 
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but on the other hand do not ascribe to it any binding validity. In other words, the people of 

Breslau do not deny church and synodal fellowship to any pastor or layman for the reason that 

he does not agree with the "public declaration" in that he considers the doctrine contained therein 

to be contrary to Scripture and confession, but no one may say that this doctrine is false and that 

the synod tolerates and cherishes false doctrine. The doctrinal indifferentism, to which the Synod 

of Breslau has long since fallen, is only stamped with a new seal by this last official document. 
G. St. 

From Hanover. A few months ago a third pastor was elected in Lehe. The result of the 
election was indeed a victory for the church-minded. However, the "Volksblatt fir Stadt und 
Land" (People's Paper for Town and Country) describes the conditions that prevail in the 
community and how the various parties oppose each other. The liberals tried hard to beat the 
church candidate and to get a liberal preacher. They tried to win over the Social Democrats. The 
latter, however, flatly refused. They then placed advertisements in the newspapers, and on the 
day before the election a leaflet was circulated so that they might achieve their intention. On the 
morning of the day of the election an advertisement appeared in which the candidate for the 
church was described as a preacher "whose speeches depress and crush your spirit so that you 
leave the church shattered in mind and spirit; wnose sermons make the seriousness, burdens, 
and troubles of life even more difficult and even bitter for you; who condemns the beautiful world 
of God only as a great den of sin, without having seen much of it himself; who would like to lead 
you and your children back several centuries to religious darkness and superstition. The 
ecclesiastics defended themselves against these attacks as best they could, and declared that 
they did not want to depart even a hair's breadth from the doctrine of salvation and from the 
apostolic creed. For this reason they would never, ever elect a pastor who did not stand up for 
the doctrine handed down by the fathers. From a pastor one must demand above all that he 
serve the church and not the social life, that he be a pastor in the congregation and not merely 
an interesting associate. These requirements were found in their candidate, etc. - The 
"Volksblatt" attached the following remarks to these events: "What a sad picture such an election 
campaign presents of the conditions of our national church! Since pastors have been allowed to 
openly advocate the elimination of the Apostolic Creed from liturgical use in the worship service, 
since the representatives of Ritschl's theology, which emphasizes original sin, the atonement, 
the true deity of Christ, the merit of Christ, the merit of Christ, his substitutionary suffering and 
death, and other facts of salvation, have held ecclesiastical offices in the Hanoverian 
Landeskirche without hindrance, a disquiet has gradually arisen in the congregations, which is 
clearly characterized by the election campaign in Lehe described above. The ecclesiastically 
liberal members of the congregations, who have long since fallen out with the faith of the fathers, 
openly demand a pastor who will offer them stones instead of bread and, above all, who will not 
punish sin. The faith of the fathers they call 'religious darkness and superstition.’ The question 
becomes more and more clear: Is the confession of our church with its condemnation of false 
doctrine still rightly existing in the Hanoverian church? Is there really to be a great rift? The 
contrasts are becoming sharper and sharper; the inner divorce, which has long since taken place 
between the two ‘directions’ in the church, will sooner or later also result in an outer divorce, and 


we would like to see this prevented. Therefore videant consules!" Yes, just no shi- 
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No separation, no fertilizer, no separation, no matter how clearly the Word of God commands it. 
Christ and Belial, light and darkness, church and world, believers and unbelievers are to remain 
together. Where will the Hanoverian Landeskirche end up? LF. 


From the Wiirttemberg State Synod. On November 5, the synod decided to ask the high 
church authority to produce a Bible reading book for use in the Protestant schools of the state, 
which would contain the New Testament in its entirety and the Old Testament in excerpts. The 
debate presented a strange picture: on the one side, as one of our ecclesiastical papers rightly 
points out, were men who openly declared: we need a purified Bible for the school - and for the 
family - because the defects and stains of Old Testament religiosity and morality are intolerable 
to purified Christian minds. This point of view, which feared harm to souls from the "sub-Christian" 
religiosity of the Old Testament, indeed which thought that many things in Scripture were more 
alarming to the young than what Greek classics suggest in aesthetic disguise, might well have 
been countered from another side by the earnest appeal to the Synod: "Beware of playing at 
providence! God has let the Bible become what it is. Do not trust yourself with a more correct 
religious judgment, a purer moral delicacy, than JEsus had, who did not wish to purify the 
Scriptures of the Old Testament, which he had known from childhood, for the sake of his church 
or for the sake of the children." On the other side were others, laymen and clergymen without 
distinction, who bowed to the revelation of God even in the Old Testament: but they were 
mistaken as to whether our race was able to bear the Bible as it was, whether it was not 
necessary, let us say, "for the hardness of heart," to yield a little for our school children, lest what 
was given for salvation should be blasphemed and evil abused. Thus, starting from quite different 
points of view, the Synod came to the aforementioned decision by 38 votes to 17. The minority 
wanted to reject it altogether, or at most go so far as to say that, since the transition from the 
"Calwer Biblical Stories" to the full Bible always meant a great leap for our elementary school 
students, a short Bible reading book, which would mainly contain the prescribed teaching 
material, should be added, but not in order to exclude the full Bible from the school, but rather to 
prepare its use for the upper grades. The High Church authorities readily promised to give 
serious consideration to the decision of the majority. But among the most faithful members of our 
church the course of the debate, as well as the result of it, has painfully touched many. 

(A. E. L. K.) 


Theological Students. A glimpse into the circles of the theological students is given in a 
number of the "Kartellzeitung academisch-theologischer Vereine auf deutschen Hochschulen", 
which is published by the "Neue lutherische Kirchenzeitung". There a student, La Roche, has 
published a leprosy: "The Philosopher Glogau on Revelation." By way of introduction, this 
"German youth," as whom he calls himself, complains that on him, as on fine comrades, lies too 
much like a spell the prejudice that so-called thinking makes the man, and that even he is still 
not free from the erroneous tendency not to be able to learn much from others. But he fights 
against this "old Adam". It seems to him gradually more valuable to "think other thoughts. He 
wants to learn from a "greater" one. But who is this "greater one" from whom this budding 
theologian wants to learn? Is it the- 
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the one who said: "| am the way and the truth and the life" and whose words are "spirit and life" 
and the reason and source of all true theology? By no means! The "greater" is the university 
professor at Kiel, the philosopher Glogau. With the sacred Scriptures La Roche, like no doubt 
his master, very soon comes to terms. The orthodox doctrine of divine inspiration and inerrancy 
of the same, the "mechanical-literal" theory of inspiration, may now be regarded as abandoned; 
nor do Luthardt, Frank, Zéckler, Grau, Nathusius teach it any longer. On the other hand, the 
Freisinnigen had also outgrown the rationalistic view (?). The question of the revelation of the 
divine in mankind had thus become a very difficult one and required for its solution a deep and 
tender penetration into the dark facts of the mind. The student finds such a penetration in his 
master Glogau, who turned to the problem "with all the tenacity of his East Prussian nature" and 
showed "how the initially blurred dull feeling of life becomes a lower (animal) perception, then a 
conception of an external world, and finally a logical-scientific spirit," etc. - Another student, 
Heisler, is perhaps even more foolhardy in an article entitled "Count Leo Tolstoy's Position on 
the Gospels. In the same, he glorifies the Russian, who has been much praised in recent years, 
as a "truly free individual, since he does not act according to external laws, but according to his 
inner legislation. This acting from within is quite parallel to the conception of how he seeks to 
comprehend the development of JEsu from within his personality. .... Since Tolstoy applies the 
psychological standard to the person of Jesus, it is self-evident that he sees Jesus only as a 
man who gradually develops to the highest consciousness of God". Heisler also praises Tolstoy 
for meeting the demands of modern criticism and "rightly rejects the assumption that the Gospels 
are sacred in the sense of a divine revelation which would have determined the content and 
form once and for all". But Heisler especially emphasizes that Tolstoy claims that Jesus, by his 
preaching, "caused men to separate him from all others and to acknowledge him as God now 
as then," a downright blasphemous speech that stamps the Lord as an impostor. Thus, further, 
it is "in a certain sense a true assertion" of Tolstoy that "Paul is a distortion of the pure doctrine 
of Christ."-Thus, with such "studies" these students of theology spend their time; with the 
publication of them they believe they are doing a service to their fellow-students; this is their 
preparation for the sacred office of preaching, for church service. The observance of the 
counsels which, for example, the old Jerome continues 1) for the right study of theology: Study 
of the Scriptures, and "according to the holy Scriptures read and read again the spiritual works 
of Doctor Luther with diligence and zeal. For no one can become a competent theologian who 
is able to instruct and comfort consciences properly than one who has read Luther's writings 
long and much and has sat over them day and night" - is, after all, a viewpoint that has been 
overcome. What kind of pastors might such theologians become once they enter office? - And 
yet such sad perceptions cannot actually be alienating. If you sow wind, you will reap storm and 
tempest. When professors of theology claim for themselves the right of "free research," of 
"unprejudiced treatment of the sacred Scriptures," they are not in a position to say that they are 
"free to do so. 


' 1) Instruction for the right study of theology. St. Louis, p. 5. 12. 
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What wonder that their listeners follow in their footsteps. May God in his mercy protect our 
educational institutions from such teachers and such students! 
L.F. 

Bible Knowledge. How sad the state of Bible knowledge is, especially in the educated circles 
of Germany, is shown by some recent occurrences. One almost cannot believe one's eyes when 
one reads how renowned scholars trace the origin of certain Bible words everywhere with the 
exertion of all their erudition - except in the Holy Scriptures themselves. Thus a German linguist, 
a contributor to the great Grimm dictionary, rebuked a Roman historian of literature because the 
latter apparently did not know where the image of the "drop in the bucket" came from. But instead 
of referring to Isa. 40, 15 ("Behold, the heathen are esteemed as a drop that abideth in the 
bucket"), he refers to Klopstock as the author of this image (in the ode "die Frihlingsfeier, 1759.") 
- A professor of classical philology at a South German university wrote in a learned journal that 
Erasmus of Rotterdam had taken the word: bos cognoscit possessorem from a source unknown 
to him (the professor). So this scholar does not know the well-known word from the opening 
chapter of the prophet Isaiah, v. 3.: "An ox knoweth his master, and an ass his master's crib." - 
It is almost comical, if it were not at the same time so sad, what the "Norddeutsche Allgemeine 
Zeitung" did a few weeks ago, which then, as the "Neue Lutherische Kirchenzeitung" reports, 
other papers, especially the organ of ecclesiastical-conservative circles in Silesia, have 
reprinted. It says of the priest Johann, who was called to the recently deceased Emperor of 
Russia, as follows: "Father Johann is employed at the Garrison Church in Kronstadt. For years 
this most modest and dignified man has been causing a sensation in Russia by his miracle cures. 
His remedy consists simply in laying out the hands of the sick, applying oil to the areas where 
they are suffering, and repeatedly chanting the words from the letter of the apostle Paul to the 
Jakober (5th chapter, verse '14. 15.): 'If any man be sick, let him call unto him the elders of the 
church, and let them pray over him, and anoint him with oil in the name of the Lord.' And the 
prayer of faith shall help the sick, and the LORD shall raise him up; and if he have committed 
sins, they shall be forgiven him." - But are not such occurrences also a sign of the more and 
more prevalent unbelief, of the ever-increasing contempt for the divine Word, a practical 
consequence of the ungodly treatment of the sacred Scriptures on the part of the modern 
theologians of Germany? L. F. 

The Prussian General Synod, which met in Berlin in November, finally adopted the new 
Agenda and thus established the ecclesiastical use of the Apostolicum. The latter is in itself a 
welcome sign. But because of this, the Prussian regional church remains essentially what it was 
before, a true union church, in which not only Lutheranism and Reformed heresy, but also Christ 
and Belial, faith and unbelief are most closely coupled together. 

G. St. 


